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The Treason Act is not just some nugget of history from our distant past. I 
would be remiss in my duty to bring forth the whole truth about the war of 
1861 if I did not make a linkage from that historic evil to the present 
Federal Government and those who continue in treason to this day. I 
must now bring forward the evidence that will connect the Treason of 
1861 to the treason in America today. One of the most conspicuous links 
from the tyranny of 1861 is that of the Executive Order. Executive Orders 
are evidence that there is still a form of the same Martial Law Rule over 
America today that was introduced by Lincoln. Lincoln issued the first 
Executive Order outside of the Constitution, and the number of Executive 
Orders has continued to increase over the years since then as evidence of 
the perpetuation of an un-Constitutional tyranny that has lasted over 135 
years. (Elliott Germain) 

The result of the recent elections in several states has impressed my mind 
with one deep and strong conviction; that is, that there is an imperative 
necessity for reforming the naturalization laws of the United States. The 
preservation of the government, and consequently the interests and 
consequently the interests of all parties, in my opinion, clearly and 
strongly demand this. 

I believe it to be an unquestionable fact that masters of vessels, having 
brought over immigrants from Europe, have, within days of their arrival, 
seen these persons carried up to the polls and give their votes for the 
highest offices in the national and state governments. Such votes, of 
course, exercise no intelligence and, indeed, no volition of their own. 
They can know nothing of either of the questions in issues or of the 
candidates proposed. They are mere instruments used by unprincipled 
and wicked men, and made competent instruments only by the 
accumulation of crime upon crime. “Fellow citizens, I profess to be a 
lover of human liberty, especially to be devoted to the grand example of 
freedom set forth by the republic under which we live. But I profess my 
heart, my reputation, my pride, to be American.” (Daniel Webster) 

Is this, sir, consistent with the character of a free government? Is this 
civil liberty? Is this the real character of our Constitution? No sir, indeed 
it is not. Where is it written in the Constitution, in what article or section 
is it contained, that you may take children from their parents, and 
parents from their children, and compel them to fight the battles of any 
war in which the folly and wickedness of government may engage. 
(Daniel Webster) 



But 1 cannot conceive that there can be a middle course, between 
submission to the laws, when regularly pronounced constitutional, on the 
one hand, and open resistance, which is revolution or rebellion, on the 
other. I say that the right of a state to annul a law of Congress cannot be 
maintained but on the ground of the inalienable right of man to resists 
oppression; that is to say, upon the ground of revolution. 

(Daniel Webster) 

I maintain that Congress has the power to guard, protect and enforce all 
the enumerated rights, and this could be done, either by giving any 
citizen whose rights or privileges were denied of abridges, a civil remedy 
in the Federal Court for any damage sustained; or by the indictment and 
punishment of any offender who should ‘invade,’ trench upon, or 
otherwise impair any right, privilege, or immunity of any citizen. 

(Senator Dawes of Massachusetts 14 lh Amendment debates) 

1 did not believe that the 14 th Amendment gives Congress the power to go 
into the States and legislate for the punishment of ordinary offences 
against persons and property, this power being left with the States, and 
that even if the States should fail to punish the crime committed within 
its borders, Congress cannot provide a law for punishing it. 

(Senator Poland) 

I advise against the ratification of the Amendment on the ground that 
the first section is of vast, if not dangerous, import, for by it the judicial 
powers of the Central Government will be greatly enhanced, 
overshadowing and weakening the authority of the State courts. 
(Governor Patton of Alabama on the 14 lh Amendment) 

Is this, sir, consistent with the character of a free government? Is this 
civil liberty? Is this the real character of our constitution? No sir, indeed 
it is not. Where is it written in the Constitution, in what article or section 
is it contained, that you may take children from their parents, and 
parents from their children, and compel them to fight the battles of any 
war in which the folly and wickedness of government may engage. 
(Daniel Webster) 


States rights died at Appomattox. (Salmon B. Chase) 
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What You Should Know About The U.S. Constitution 


PREFACE 

Statement of Intent and Purpose: 

Why the United States needs a Constitution and Bill of Rights. 
James Madison, the Federalist, No. 51: 

... In framing a government which is to be administered by men 
over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the 
government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it 
to control itself A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the 
primary control on government; but experience has taught 
mankind the necessity of auxiliary precautions. 

The Founding Fathers wrote the Constitution and the Bill of Rights 
for the people and not for government. The neglect of the U.S. 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights is the most serious defect in the 
education system of United States. In my opinion it is by deliberate 
design. The Constitution is not taught in schools; it is not taught in a 
fitting manner in our colleges, universities, or in our law schools 
where even the most prestigious law schools devote scant attention 
to this priceless national treasure. Dr. John Tiggert, United States 
Commissioner of Education made the following remarks in 1924: 

I do not believe that there are more than a very limited number of 
persons, perhaps a 100, who really know what is in the Constitution 
of the United States. 

The Committee on American Citizenship on the occasion of a 
meeting of the American Bar Association (ABA) at Denver, 
Colorado, on July 14-16, 1926, issued the following statement: 
Lawyers are being graduated from our law schools by the thousands 
who have little or no knowledge of the Constitution. When 
organizations seek a lawyer to instruct them on the Constitution they 
find it nearly impossible to secure one competent. 

Aristotle, the teacher of Alexander the Great; was once asked how 
much educated men were superior to those who were not educated. 
And Aristotle replied: As much as the living are to the dead. That is 
how much the constitutionally educated differ from those who have 
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failed to study and become proficient in the marvelous document 
left to us by the Founding Fathers. Since 1926 the situation has 
markedly deteriorated and today in 2008 one would be hardput to 
find even one hundred out of hundreds of thousands of lawyers who 
know anything about the U.S. Constitution beyond their ability to 
recite the various clauses and amendments. The rest know very little 
of it, because they have not studied the fountainhead of knowledge 
of the Constitution; the Annals of Congress, the Congressional 
Globe and the Congressional Record. 

Pages 100-103, Congressional Globe, May 20, 1870 the Hon. S. N. 
Amell of Tennessee: 

Education makes the man; that alone is the parent of every virtue, it 
is the most sacred, the most useful, and at the same time, the most 
neglected thing in every country. 

Amell was quoting the works of Montesquieus — considered by 
many to be the father of the Constitution. It is a national disaster that 
the Constitution, the knowledge of which is “most sacred, the parent 
of every virtue” is at the same time the most neglected in education 
in America. There has to be a national drive to restore the 
Constitution to its former preeminent position. If there is no 
sustained effort to this end, the U.S. is destined to go the way of 
Rome whose was glory was lost. 

When this happens it will be because of our neglect of the study of 
the Constitution and the Bill of Rights, and our failure as a nation to 
restore our priceless heritage to its rightful place of honor, and once 
again, make it the supreme law of the land for the Congress, the 
White House and the Supreme Court. It is the duty of the people to 
make the government obey the Constitution, and if they will not, 
then it is our duty to depose governments by constitutional means. In 
their place put men who are dedicated to serving the Constitution and 
country, which means that such men must uphold the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights and never, ever, deviate from that most scared 
duty. The United States has a special destiny to fulfill and stand 
unique among the nations of the world. The nation must bring forth 
leaders in the mold of King Alfred and Oliver Cromwell; leaders 
who will brook no attacks on the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
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When plutocrats try to alienate and undermine the Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights, pervert our culture, our social patterns, and our 
religious principles, then they must be met by our most ferocious 
acts of resistance. Then, must the Defenders of the Constitution rise 
up and fight a relentless battle to thwart the designs of the 
oppressors, who hate the freedom bestowed upon the individual 
citizen of the nation by the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 

We must rout out the degenerate beast of “Democracy,” which is 
souring and soiling the United States of America Our form of 
government is Republican. The U.S. is not a Democracy; it is a 
Confederated Republic. Democracy did not spring from Christian 
precepts; rather it sprang from mob rule of the French Revolution. 
The character of democracy is essentially totalitarian, bestial, a 
swindle of the people, a pretence of equality where none exists, and 
that their voices are being heard, when they are not. Against the acts 
of would be slave-masters, we need no more than the U.S. 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights to preserve the integrity of the 
nation and to defeat their complex plans for a One World 
Government. 

Our people have been poisoned by “democracy;” by “tolerance;” by 
“brotherly love;” by “internationalism;” by “compromise;” all of 
which doctrines are straight out of the Communist Manifesto of 
1848. It is not the intention of this book to recite the sections, clauses 
and amendments to the Constitution and the Bill of Rights, because 
what I call the “ABCs” has been published many times and known to 
many Americans. 

My intention is to concentrate on what is not known about the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights, which comes only from diligent 
study of the Annals of Congress, the Congressional Globe and the 
Congressional Record. Nevertheless, I have included some of the 
“ABCs” of the Constitution and its various sections as a general 
guide. 
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CHAPTER 1 

A SHORT HISTORY OF THE BACKGROUND OF 
THE CONSTITUTION AND BILL OF RIGHTS 


It is generally recognized that the early settlers who immigrated to 

the American continent did so with the purpose of escaping strong 
central government. In the countries they left behind them. 
Mercantilism was related to totalitarianism — and in this regard little 
has changed. 

The colonists threw off the yoke of a strong government; they 
rebelled against authority in the typical Irish tradition, whether in 
religious or economic realms. They did not like Mercantilism, which 
in their minds related closely to state power, and conditions of near- 
slavery, which the American Revolution eventually broke down. 

The England from whence many of the colonists came held no place 
for the landless, for the working class, was a society in turbulence 
trying to escape medievalism. Class was rigid. Harrison contended 
that “there are those bom to rule” and those “to be ruled and not rule 
others.” 

All men who worked with their hands i.e. manual laborers were 
strictly governed in their labors and had travel restricted by the 
Statute of Artificers. And if work failed, they were to be subjected to 
the rule of the parish overseers, a kind of board of privileged land 
owners. 

Those men not already artisans or apprentices, were subject to a life 
of agricultural labor on the demand of those who needed such labor 
and their wages, hours of work, and service conditions, subject to a 
fixed law, enforced by the landowners, backed by justices of the 
peace who were largely appointed by the landed gentry. If a laborer 
would not accept an agricultural job, he was more than likely 
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whipped or sent to prison. A laborer could not go where he pleased, 
because his movements were circumscribed by laws against 
vagrancy and restrictive laws as to where he might live. They were 
classed as “rabble” and “vagabonds,” full of “tricks” and “dodges.” 

(The foregoing is taken from William Harrison’s An Historical 
Description of the Island of Britain, With a Brief Description of the 
Nature and Qualities of the People of England, published in 1586 
and found in the British Museum, London. The spelling is as it 
appears in the original document). 

On top of such injustices, it was the general belief among many in 
the Parliament that to be unemployed was a great social evil — this 
in the face of the manifested dreadful shortages of jobs: 

To begin with, the laboring poor, they are indeed the Grievance of 
the Nation, and there seems an absolute necessity to bring them by 
severe regulations, to some State of Immediate Subordination. The 
English laborer, in short, is incurably idle and wickedly 
improvident. He will work till he has a few shillings in his pocket, 
which he proceeds to squander at once in the ale house. 

The female part of the servant class carries an impudence even 
further than the male, for she not only demands exorbitant wages, 
but decks herself out in finery to the confusion of honest strangers. 
A Gentleman in a Visit lately at a House of Good Fashion, who 
being recommended to one of the Gentleman’s Daughters, mistook 
the Chambermaid for her who was designed for his Mistress, and 
unhappily stepping up to her, saluted her first, which Misfortune 
cost him the loss of his Mistress. 

The poor were constantly reminded that they were servants and laws 
were recommended to keep the workman in his place who should no 
more be allowed to leave his place of work, than a soldier be allowed 
to desert in battle. (Source: Documents in the British Museum, 
London). 

The author, Daniel Defoe was an avowed supporter of mercantilism 
and a condemner of the poor-the works, The Giving of Alms No 
Charity and The Shortest Way with Dissenters. 
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The spelling is exactly as it appears in these publications. If anything 
could characterize the England from which the “laboring class” 
sought to escape with its overcrowding, a woeful lack of jobs, 
pitifully low wages, restrictive laws, etc., then Defoe’s writings paint 
the best picture I could find of the condition which precipitated 
emigration to America. On top of that, the laboring, landless, people, 
the unemployed, which Archbishop Laud called “the mob” — had to 
contend with the “Divine Right of Kings.” 

William Laud was the Archbishop of Canterbury and King’s Privy 
Counselor. Against the Puritans he turned this “right” into a sword, 
issuing a new prayer book and touring the country in 1633 to enforce 
the right of the King as head of state with powers from God. Laud 
demanded that for a Parliament to be loyal, it should never thwart the 
will of the King. He also declared as official policy that any 
independence from the King was against the will of God and those 
practitioners of it would suffer eternal damnation. 

The above information is taken from Laud’s Works Vol. I, Oxford 
1847, found in the British Museum in London, one being a Sermon 
on King James’ Birthday, 1621 and Sermon Before King Charles’ 
Second Parliament, 1625. The Long Parliament eventually put an 
end to Laud by finding him guilty of treason. 

Thus it came to pass that having suffered under totalitarianism the 
colonists wanted a system of government with strictly limited 
powers. They remained suspicious of all authority that was tied to 
government. 

The colonists in the thick of the American Revolution held fast to 
this principle; they would not yield power unless it was accompanied 
by a Bill of Rights. We should realize from this that the Constitution 
was not written for government, but for the people as a means of 
preserving their sovereign integrity. 

Jefferson and Jackson led the fight in the Federal arena and carried it 
into the States -- virtually each a different, separate, individual, 
independent country. 

The French Revolution did nothing to break the power of the central 
government except to move it into the hands of even more ruthless 
tyrants. 
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Only in the United States was the central and state governments 
compelled to recognize and respect the sovereign right vested in the 
people in the individual citizen. This represented a shattering of 
privileges and a radical departure from the old systems of Europe. 

One of the ways in which the sovereignty of the individual in the 
thirteen colonies was strengthened was the division of government 
into three separate and distinct entities, each with its own 
responsibilities, which could not be transferred between them, nor 
usurped one by the other. This stroke of genius was the work of 
Pelatiah Webster of Lebanon, Connecticut, a graduate from Yale, 
who moved to Philadelphia in 1755. 

In those days, Yale graduates were few and far between, so 
Webster’s achievement in graduating was noteworthy. His 
dissertation about a congress divided into upper and lower houses 
was taken up by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and Charles 
Pinckney of South Carolina and out of this the Constitution was 
formulated and the Bill of Rights was added. 

The three entities were called the Legislative, Executive and Judicial 
branches. Some will have it that these three divisions have equal 
powers, but that is a notion not borne out in the Annals of Congress, 
the Congressional Globe and the Congressional Record. 

The judiciary is not co-equal with the Congress, which can, if it 
wishes, refuse to fund either the executive or the judiciary. Congress 
can overturn any acts of the judiciary and the Constitution has made 
certain that the limited powers of granted the executive would never 
allow a president to “stand where kings stood.” 

The way in which the powers are separated has been an anathema to 
power-seeking individuals and they have chafed under its 
restrictions, seeking to circumvent the limits placed upon their 
power, which as Daniel Boone once said, must be bound with chains. 

The struggle goes on, with evil men fighting hard to whittle away at 
the Constitution and the Bill of Rights to give more power to 
government, and rob the people of their sovereignty. Man has always 
sought to enslave and dominate his fellow men. The Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights were specifically designed to prevent such a 
calamity. The colonists (a body of people in a fixed location, a 
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colony in a foreign country), were determined not to permit any one 
man or government to have dominion over them. The original fixed 
location was Jamestown, Virginia, begun in 1607 followed by twelve 
other colonies along the Eastern seaboard of the America. 

The original 13 colonies brought with them their own common law, 
consisting of the best of English common law. The men of the 13 
colonies opted to keep their common law, which dated back to the 
common law of the very first Anglo-Saxon kings and up to the 
Norman invasion of England. 

King Alfred was one of those who held common law in high esteem; 
yet today his role in history has been relegated to the tale of a king 
who burned some cakes. But in reality. King Alfred was a staunch 
defender of common law. He translated Bead’s Historia Orosius, and 
Buthius’ Consollato, and it was he who set the basis of Anglo Saxon 
sovereignty upon which our Founding Fathers later drew: 

There is only one way to build any kingdom, and that is on the sure 
and certain foundation of Faith in Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ 
crucified and it is on that foundation that I intend to build my 
kingdom, Alfred stated after battling the invasion of England by the 
Danes. 

Who were the settlers? For the most part they came from England to 
escape the persecution of the Stuart kings. There were squires, 
countrymen, middle class Englishmen, but the bulk were those who 
were bound for life by English law to never being able to improve 
their lot. They settled in Massachusetts, Connecticut, Maryland, 
Virginia and the Carolinas, some 70,000 between 1607-1640, while 
150,000 Scots-Irish and 75,000 Germans came between 1720-1770. 
Dutch colonists settled in New York, the Huguenots in the Carolinas 
while the English Quakers settled in Pennsylvania. 

The colonists were still tied to England with all of its restrictions on 
individual freedom and taxation. This led to stiff resistance by the 
colonists and eventually to a rebellion by the thirteen colonies 
against King George III. The thirteen colonies were united in this 
endeavor. By 1750 the spirit of rebellion was in the air, brought 
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about in some instances by men like John Mayhew who said inter 
alia, that it was the duty of the colonist states to rebel. By 1770 there 
were several large towns with churches practicing only the Christian 
faith. 

There were no other religions in practice anywhere in the thirteen 
colonies and the Anglican Church was established in Virginia, 
Maryland, New York, North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia. 
The German Lutheran Church was also firmly established as were 
many other offshoots and sects of the Anglican Church, but the 
important point to remember is that they were all Christian churches. 
The fallacy of “Separation of Church and State” and “religious 
freedom” meaning freedom for all non-Christian religions to have 
equal place with Christianity, grew out of a judiciary that 
overstepped its bounds in attempting to legislate. 

A look back at the period shows that far from erecting a “wall of 
separation” between Church and State, the Founding Fathers were 
only making sure that no one branch of the Christian religion 
dominated the other, or — became the Church of the State. All else is 
fantasy and the product of the imaginations of those with no 
grounding in the Constitution and determined to undermine it. 

Thus it came about that on September 5, 1774, representatives of the 
colonies met in the First Continental Congress at Philadelphia to 
adopt a Declaration of Rights and Grievances and submitted the 
declaration to the king back in England. 

When scant notice was paid to the demands of the thirteen colonies 
by the king, a second Continental Congress was convened on May 
10, 1775, which appointed John Hancock of Massachusetts as the 
president. 

The Congress voted to resist George III and to this end they raised an 
army and the Second Congress then called Colonel George 
Washington into service as the commander in chief of the armed 
forces on June 3, 1775. 
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Please note that Washington was not the commander in chief until 
called into service by the Congress, yet today President Bush is 
wrongfully and unlawfully using the title even though he has never 
been called into service by the Congress. 


On July 4, 1776, Congress moved to formally adopt The Declaration 
of Independence. When the Constitutional Convention met in 
Philadelphia in 1787, some of the most intelligent and most 
distinguished men in the country were assembled. These men were 
not the country yokels of liberal mythology and downright 
deception. 

In fact they were the exact opposite and at least 200 years ahead of 
their time. Unfortunately, more than 200 years later, we have not a 
single politician able to come anywhere near the stature of the 
delegates. The studies of the delegates in the science of government 
left them masters of the subject; they were men of the highest ability 
and integrity beside which the members of every administration 
since Woodrow Wilson look exactly like what they are; garbage 
collectors and disseminators. The delegates would never have 
tolerated a Wilson, Roosevelt, Truman, Clinton, Bush or Cheney 
among them. 

These builders of the Constitution were men of the highest 
education, intelligence integrity and honor. Twenty five of the 
delegates were college graduates, which may not mean as much 
today as it did then, but we have to bear in mind that at the time 
colleges were few and far between, education expensive and it took 
tenacity of purpose to stay the course. More than half of the 
delegates had served in the military, many with distinguished service 
records. There were no slackers or draft dodgers among them. A 
substantial number of the delegates had served in the Continental 
Congress. 

Their professions varied from physicians, merchants, lawyers, 
financiers, planters, soldiers, judges and statesmen; a profession that 
has died off in these days of corruption, where swindlers spend their 
time seeking ways to circumvent the Constitution. The delegates 
were men of great character, exceptional ability and natural strength, 
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all attributes necessary to produce the second greatest written docu¬ 
ment in the world, second only to the Bible. The oldest was 81-years 
old Benjamin Franklin and the youngest, at 26 years, Jonathan 
Dayton. The average age of the delegates was 43 years. 

These truly great men met to discuss their differences and iron out a 
statement of intent, which provided the greatest and longest-serving 
constitution in the world. Would that God will again raise men of 
this caliber, so that the fruits of their works may forever remain the 
highest law of the land. 

The delegate’s tremendous devotion to duty, their great integrity, 
their courage and their honesty, should make us a proud nation when 
we consider that their work was done outside of the law of England 
which still pertained to them. Here they were, a group of rebels, busy 
transmuting themselves into an organ of government. In 1787 the 
great French writer, Robert Jacques Turgot, in a lengthy review of 
the American Revolution, wrote thusly: 

... It is impossible not to wish ardently that this people may attain to 
all the prosperity of which they are capable. They are the hope of the 
world. They may become a model to it. They may prove by fact that 
men can be free and yet tranquil; and that it is in their power to 
rescue themselves from the chains in which tyrants and knaves of all 
descriptions have presumed to bind them under the pretense of 
public good. 

They may exhibit an example of political liberty, of religious liberty, 
of commercial liberty and of industry. The asylum they open to the 
oppressed of nations should console the Earth. The ease with which 
the injured may escape from oppressive governments will compel 
Princes to become just and cautious; and the rest of the world will 
gradually open their eyes to the empty illusions with which they have 
hitherto been cheated by politicians. 

In February 1787 the Congress asked the states to send delegates to 
Philadelphia for the purpose of amending the Articles of 
Confederation. The Framers of the Constitution did their work with 
talent that would floor most of the members of Congress, today. 
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Their debating skills were wondrous to behold and from that 
Convention emerged a national union which became the United 
States of America. 

The scope of the book does not allow me to expand on this brief 
history. I hope that what I have given will be sufficient to cause the 
dying embers of our national pride to once more burst into the flames 
of a new American Revolution against the sycophants of the One 
World Government-New World Order who daily strive to stamp out 
those embers. 

In this regard, I refer once more to these leaders of the anti- 
Constitution, anti-American faction formerly led by William 
Jefferson Clinton, and which are in 2008 led by George W. Bush. 

There is a tendency today for ministers of churches to exhort their 
congregations to obey government and to respect them. We often 
hear prayers for a wise government. That is all to the good, but today 
in 2008 we find a government so corrupt in certain areas, it is 
impossible to obey. 

The sermon delivered by Jonathon Mayhew in Boston in 1750 
confirms this. 

It is blasphemy to call tyrants and oppressors God’s ministers, but 
such as are just, ruling in fear of God. When once magistrates 
(presidents) act contrary to their office and the end of their 
institution; when they rob and ruin the public, instead of being 
guardians of its peace and welfare; they immediately cease to be the 
ordinance and ministers of God, and no more deserve that glorious 
character, than common pirates and highwaymen. 

How amazing that something written in 1750 is so perfect a 
reflection of the state of government in the United States in the 21 st 
century! 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE RISE OF COMMUNISM IN THE UNITED STATES 

A most deadly virus is threatening the United States and that 

virus is Socialism, which the great Frederic Bastiat described as a 
branch of the tree of Communism. Hardly a day goes by in the life of 
the nation that does not confirm in indisputable terms a commitment 
to socializing America, which follows closely Franklin D. 
Roosevelt’s Communist blueprint. The intent and purpose of this 
chapter is to shed light on the role played by the Democrat Party, and 
before that, the Radical Republicans who infiltrated President 
Abraham Lincoln’s cabinet. Just how far down the road of the goal 
of a Socialist United States leading to a Communist United States 
has this nation already travelled? 

How are the mighty fallen! President George Bush, the crusader king 
who would draw the sword against the forces of Darkness and Evil; 
he who said there was only “them or us,” who would carry on, he 
claimed an eternal conflict against “world terror” on our behalf; he 
turns out, well, to be a wimp. A clutch of Turkish generals and a 
multimillion-dollar public relations campaign on behalf of Turkish 
Holocaust deniers have transformed the lion into a lamb. No, not 
even a lamb, for this animal is, by its nature, a symbol of innocence, 
but into a household mouse, a little diminutive creature which, seen 
from afar, can even be confused with a rat. Am I going too far? 1 
think not. 

The story so far is familiar enough. In 1915, the Ottoman Turkish 
authorities carried out the systematic genocide of one and a half 
million Christian Armenians. There are photographs, diplomatic 
reports, original Ottoman documentation and the process of an entire 
post-First World War Ottoman trial. Winston Churchill, Lloyd 
George and a massive report by the British Foreign Office in 1915 
and 1916 prove that it is all true. Historical film is now emerging -- 
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real archive footage taken by Western military cameramen in the 
First World War — to show that the first Holocaust of the 20th 
century perpetrated in front of German officers, who would later 
perfect its methods in their extermination of six million Jews was as 
real as its pitifully few Armenian survivors still claim. 

But the Turks won’t let us say this. They have blackmailed the 
Western powers, including the British Government, and now even 
the U.S., to kowtow to their shameless denials. These (and I weary 
that we must repeat them, because every news agency and 
government does just that through fear of Ankara’s fury) include the 
canard that the Armenians died in a “civil war;” that they were 
anyway collaborating with Turkey’s Russian enemies, that fewer 
Armenians were killed than have been claimed and that as many 
Turkish Muslims were murdered as Armenians. 

And now President Bush and the United States Congress have gone 
along with these lies. There was, briefly, a historic moment for Bush 
to walk tall after the U.S. House Foreign Relations Committee in 
2007 voted to condemn the mass slaughter of Armenians as an act of 
genocide. Ancient Armenian-American survivors gathered at a 
House panel to listen to the debate. But as soon as Turkey’s 
fossilized generals started to threaten Bush, I knew he would give in. 
General Yasar Buyukanit, chief of the Turkish armed forces in an 
interview with the newspaper Milliyet said: 

The passage of the House resolution was 'sad and sorrowful’ in view of the 
‘strong links' Turkey maintained with its NATO partners. And if this 
resolution was passed by the full House of Representatives, then ‘our 
military relations with the U.S. would never be as they were in the past — 
the U.S., in that respect, has shot itself in the foot. ’ 

Now listen to President Bush as he snaps to attention before the 
Turkish general staff. 

We all deeply regret the tragic suffering of the Armenian people. . . But this 
resolution is not the right response to these historic mass killings. Its 
passage would do great harm to our relations with a key ally in NATO 
and in the global war on terror. 
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I loved the last bit about the “global war on terror.” Nobody has 
suffered “terror” more than the benighted Armenians of Turkey in 
1915. That NATO should matter more than the integrity of history, 
that NATO might one day prove to be so important that the Bushes 
of this world may have to equivocate to placate a militarily resurgent 
Turkey, beggar’s belief. 

Among those men who ought to hang their heads in shame are those 
who claim they are winning the war in Iraq. They include the 
increasingly disoriented General David Petraeus, U.S. commander in 
Iraq, and the increasingly delusional U.S. ambassador to Baghdad, 
Ryan Crocker, both of whom warned that full passage of the 
Armenian genocide bill would “harm the war effort in Iraq.” And 
make no mistake; there is big money behind this Armenian 
Holocaust denial. 

Former Representative Robert L. Livingston, a Louisiana 
Republican, has already picked up $12 million from the Turks for his 
company, the Livingston Group, for two previously successful 
attempts to pervert the cause of moral justice and smother genocide 
congressional resolutions. He personally escorted Turkish officials to 
Capitol Hill to threaten U.S. congressmen. They got the point. If the 
resolution went ahead, Turkey would bar U.S. access to the Incirlik 
airbase through which passed much of the 70 percent of American 
air supplies to Iraq which transit Turkey. 

In the real world, this is called blackmail — which was why Bush 
caved in. Defense Secretary Robert Gates was even more 
pusillanimous — although he obviously cared nothing for the details 
of history. General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker, he said, 
“believe clearly that access to the airfields and to the roads and so on 
in Turkey would be very much put at risk if this resolution passes.” 

How terrible is the irony Gates uttered. For it is these very “roads 
and so on” down which walked the hundreds of thousands of 
Armenians on their 1915 death marches. Many were forced aboard 
cattle trains which took them to their deaths. One of the railway lines 
on which they travelled ran due east of Adana; a great collection 
point for the doomed Christians of western Armenia. 
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The first station on the line was called Incirlik, the very same 
Incirlik, which now houses the huge airbase that President Bush is so 
frightened of losing. Had the genocide that Bush refuses to 
acknowledge not taken place - as the Turks claim - the Americans 
would be asking the Armenians for permission to use Incirlik. There 
are still alive ageing Armenian survivors from that region who 
recalls the Ottoman Turkish gendarmes setting fire to a pile of living 
Armenian babies on the road close to Adana. These are the same 
“roads and so on” referred to by Gates. 

But if Turkey has frightened the boots off Bush, he’s still ready to 
rattle the cage of the all-powerful Persians. “People should be 
interested in preventing Iran from acquiring the knowledge to make 
nuclear weapons if they’re interested in preventing World War 
Three,” Bush has warned. What piffle. 

Who would have thought that the leader of the Western world — he 
who would protect us against “world terror” — would turn out to be 
the Emperor with no clothes, a man of no substance. 

By now it is fairly common knowledge that the Federal Reserve Act; 
the Income Tax Act; the United Nations treaty/agreement, sending 
American troops to participate in wars outside of our national 
geographical boundaries; breaking down of morality and family 
values; opposition to Christianity; the introduction of homosexuality 
and lesbianism and their advent into the open public life of the nation 
are all unconstitutional 

Other notable examples of the many unconstitutional “laws” are gun 
control, membership of the UN, NAFTA, GATT, the World Trade 
Agreement, the Federal Reserve Act, “Fast Track,” and “Line Item 
veto, to name but a few of many unconstitutional measures that have 
been given the color of law. 

A Supreme Court packed with anti-Constitution and anti-Bill of 
Rights justices, inevitably wreaked havoc and confirmed measures 
passed by a Congress whose members do not read the Congressional 
Record. Thus, using the legislative and judicial branches of 
government in the manner of Weishaupt, the founder of the 
Illuminati and his assault against the Catholic Church, the Supreme 

27 



Dr. John Coleman 


Court bores away at the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, States 
Constitutions and States rights, until today, the stout beams 
supporting our Republic, have been so eaten away by 

unconstitutional legislation, that they will soon be no more than 
hollow shells. 

Take another example; the so-called “Federal elections.” There are 
no “Federal elections,” because the Federal government has no 
voters. All elections are State elections. The Socialists (with the 
assistance of Republican Trojan Horses) are constantly trying to 
introduce new measures, like centralized education, the 

unconstitutional “Motor Voter Act,” abortion; the list is endless, 
every one of them flagrant violations of the Constitution. 

The Constitution is common law in perfect equipoise and 
equilibrium. Much has been said and written about common law, but 
in truth, common law can be boiled down to a few words needing no 
explanation. This the Socialists hate as they do not respect common 
law. No man sought more diligently or fought harder to destroy this 
rock-solid foundation of the Constitution, than Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt who studied the Supreme Court of the Civil War, the 
Reconstruction era and the actions of the Court in the 1920s. He felt 
that what he called “its laissez-faire” attitude would serve him very 
well. Roosevelt yearned for a Supreme Court that would be an 
instrument of the State. 

In reviewing the cast of the Supreme Court of the 1920s Roosevelt 
determined for that to happen, he would have to oust Chief Justice 
William Taft, Edward Sanford and the “Four Horsemen” — Pierce 
Butler, James McReynolds, George Sutherland, and William Van 
Deventer. Roosevelt knew that he could count on Justice Brandeis to 
revolutionize the Supreme Court. 

The “Four Horseman” enraged Roosevelt by striking down all of his 
regulatory pronouncements as unconstitutional. Roosevelt had 
successfully bamboozled the nation with his socialist Saturday “radio 
chats” during which he advanced them as a cure for depression ills. 
His plan to unseat the “Four Horsemen” and replace them with 
Brandeis fellow-traveler. Socialists, the “court packing plan,” which 
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would have him appoint new justices for every member of the Court 
over the age of seventy. It went without saying that the new justices 
would be dyed-in-the-wool ardent Socialists. 

A Democrat (Communist) Party-dominated Congress appeared to 
assure a victory for Roosevelt, but when Senate Majority Leader 
Joseph T. Robinson died right in the middle of proceedings and 
Justice Roberts threw his weight against the “court packing plan,” 
Roosevelt’s case was lost, a loss which left him embittered. 
Socialists and Marxists were openly speaking of the “Constitutional 
Revolution of 1937.” On March 29, 1937, distinguished Court 
historian Donald Gjerdingen wrote: The mosaic shattered. The 
Court’s judicial review and constitutional law have never been the 
same since. Before 1937 the Supreme Court rejected all of 
Roosevelt’s New Deal statutes, but after 1937, every single “New 
Deal” statute was ruled constitutional. Benjamin Wright, a noted 
authority on the Supreme Court, wrote in 1942: 

No event or series of events has ever produced so many changes in 
constitutional doctrine within so short a time. In the four subsequent 
terms of the Court the reversals and distinctions have been so 
numerous and so sweeping that today much of the constitutional law 
of 1936 appears to belong in a different constitution. 

So far-reaching were the decisions handed down by Roosevelt’s 
Supreme Court that the Court historians said it could be divided into 
two distinctly different periods since its inception in 1790; the pre- 
1937 Court and post-1937 Court. The year 1937 marks a major 
divide in the constitutional jurisprudence of the American nation and 
in the decisional philosophy of the Supreme Court, the report said. 
Bruce Ackerman held that, the Constitutional Revolution of 1937 
fundamentally altered the character of the Court’s business, the 
nature of its decisions and the alignment of its friends and foes. 

Before Roosevelt there was another Socialist president in the White 
House, Woodrow Wilson, although a seemingly mild-mannered 
Princeton professor, was instrumental in instituting sweeping 
unconstitutional changes that would drastically undermine the 
bulwarks of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights, including 
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scrapping import duties that had been the source of income of the 
nation; the introduction of Marxist graduated income tax; the 
establishment of an illegal central bank and drafting the State Militia 
to fight on the battlefields of Europe. Wilson may have been an 
unwilling tool of the Socialists because he was threatened with 
exposure of his extramarital affairs with several married women. His 
passionate love letters to a Mrs. Peck surfaced in the hands of 
William Wiseman, chief of MI6 North American desk. 

The incriminating letters were held over Mr. Wilson’s head by 
Mandel House and Bernard Baruch. Franklin Roosevelt and William 
Clinton by contrast were “eager beavers” delighted to work tirelessly 
for their masters. One of Mr. Wilson’s first actions once in office 
was to call for a joint session of the Congress, in which he attacked 
the trade barriers that had made U.S., financially the strongest in the 
world and to press vigorously for legislation to remove them. That 
President Wilson was completely under the control of British intelli¬ 
gence MI6 is evidenced in the remarks made by Mandel House, his 
day-to-day controller. 

Quote from One World Order, Socialist Dictatorship: 

It was a group of ‘affable anarchists’ who elected Wilson. As House 
(Colonel Mandel House) saw it, U.S. citizens were little better than 
dolts who could be deceived by appearances. So certain was House 
that the voters would not see the nomination of Wilson as a 
candidate ‘Made in England,’ House sailed for England on the day 
Wilson was nominated at the Democrat Convention in Baltimore in 
1912. ‘I feel no need to watch the proceedings’ House told Walter 
Hines who had introduced him to Wilson the year before. On his 
arrival in England, House told a gathering of Fabian Socialists of 
the RIIA that the American people would accept Mr. Wilson without 
question. And so it was ... As House put it: 'Wilson was elected to 
carry out a Socialist agenda without alarming the people. ’ 

President Wilson did not follow common law and much of the 
history of the succeeding Governments shows a lack of concern for 
common law which the 13 colonies brought with them. 
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CHAPTER 3 

UN-QUALIFIED LEGISLATORS 
PRINCIPLES OF CONSTITUTIONAL UWV 
RIGHT OF THE PEOPLE TO DISMISS GOVERNMENT 

HP here is an old saying that “ignorance is bliss” and there is a new 

one I have coined: “An educated people shall not easily be 
subjugated.” In the case of the American people and their 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights, ignorance of it will eventually 
lead to their enslavement. What is most remarkable is that anyone 
can run for office at any level of government without knowing the 
first thing about the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. Sports 
celebrities can enter politics at the highest level — the U.S. Senate -- 
solely because they are recognized as a sporting figure, and Senator 
Fred Thompson, a successful movie actor, became a senator and 
candidate for the presidency, although blissfully ignorant of the 
limitations of power placed on the Federal government. How is it 
that we elect people to the House and Senate who are constitutionally 
unqualified to make laws? 

There is a crying need for legislation to provide that unless a person 
running for the Congress or the office of the president is qualified for 
the job by having completed at least a two-year study of the Annals 
of Congress , the Congressional Globe and Congressional Record, 
they cannot be elected. 

The first principle of constitutional law is being flouted every day 
Congress is in session. The first principle being ignored is that no bill 
may be proposed without full debate as to its constitutionality and 
that having passed the test; the law or ordnance must always be 
based upon something immutable, not subject to passion and 
prejudice. A law has to be clearly written. There can be no 
ambiguity; there must be clarity of purpose and it must be clearly 
stated. An example of ambiguity is found in H.R. 2580. 
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This law wanders all over the place, it is vague, inexact and 
imprecise; its language is inaccurate and confused, and based on 
malicious gossip, scare stories developed out of an incident which 
most patriots believe was contrived by government itself. The second 
principle of constitutional law is that the U.S. Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights cannot be compromised by any proposed legislation. If 
this occurs on a regular basis, the Constitution and Bill of Rights will 
suffer the fate of the Magna Carta by falling into disuse and 
becoming a museum relic. The U.S. Constitution is based upon 
wisdom that dates back for thousands of years to the Greek and 
Roman empires. If a proposed bill is not in consonance with this 
principle and is not already in the Constitution or expressly implied, 
it is no law at all and the power sought cannot be taken. All so-called 
“Gun Control” laws come under this category. The so-called North 
American Union measure is an attempt to take away the sovereignty 
of the United States. Confirmation of the fact is found in the 
Congressional Record, Senate, April 16, 1926, pages 7585-7992 
where it says that United States territory cannot be alienated by an 
act of Congress. 

In November 2006 the Democrat Party won a landslide victory based 
on the desire of the American people to bring a speedy end to the 
illegal war in Iraq. Sadly, the Democrats failed the people who voted 
them into office. They did not challenge George Bush on every front. 
Instead, the Democrat leadership in the House and Senate has not 
been resolute. This is a national tragedy. Those who call themselves 
our representatives in the House and Senate who in late 2007 
assented to extend the war by approving funding requested by 
George Bush violated their oath of office and the U.S. Constitution. 

We, the People, are the only people on the face of the Earth who 
have a document that says we can get rid of government when it 
violates the Constitution which was written to protect the sovereignty 
of the people. Twice in the last decade Congress allowed the 
Executive to take the nation into an illegal war in Iraq, thereby 
violating the Constitution through compromise, hysterical excite¬ 
ment, supercharged emotion and figments of imagination brought 
into play by expediency. I have read thousands of debates in the 
Annals of Congress, the Congressional Globe and Congressional 
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Record. I found, over and over again, the unwarranted assumption 
that the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments were constitutionally ratified 
by the States, when this is entirely wrong. I also found proof in these 
records showing that the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th are fraudulent, as is the 
Reconstruction legislation that went with them. As the debates at the 
time show. States rights and State sovereignty were trampled by 
these amendments. 

Because the legislature and the judiciary, go on piling on hypotheses 
upon mere hypotheses based upon the 13 th , 14 th and 15 lh 
Amendments to the U.S. Constitution and the Reconstruction laws 
that followed, a good part of the book is devoted to exposing the 
fraudulent nature of the three amendments and the laws based upon 
them, so that it can be clearly established, for once and for all, that 
the 13 th , 14 th and 15 lh Amendments are not part of the Constitution 
and that all laws based upon them and are fraudulent. 

When I started to write this book, several well-meaning friends said 
nobody would read it. That brought to mind the ancient Athenians, 
who put people into two categories: Those who set great store by 
learning and who had inquiring minds, and those who were what 
they called, the “living dead,” sidetracked by non-intellectual 
pursuits and pleasures, which includes readers of fiction. I was told 
that people were more interested in making money than caring about 
what is happening to the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights. To 
those who are of this mindset, I would quote Thomas Jefferson: 

To preserve our independence we must not let our rulers load us 
with debt. We must take our choice between economy and liberty, or 
profusion and servitude. 

With the foregoing in mind, I give you the following information, 
extracted and compiled from reading and intensive study of 37,000 
pages of the Annals of Congress, the Congressional Globe and the 
Congressional Record. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ABORTION: MURDER OF THE UNBORN CHILD 
ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 


1 wo of the great threats to the maintenance and stability of our 

Republican form of government and our rights guaranteed by the Bill 
of Rights are abortion and gun control. Let me state from the outset 
that the word “abortion” is not in the Constitution, nor is it incidental 
to another existing power in the Constitution; therefore it is a 
prohibition of abortion. There is not a sentence about abortion 
anywhere to be found. When the U.S. Constitution is silent on a 
power, then the power sought cannot be taken. 

Abortion is actually a weapon of mass destruction, given that untold 
millions of babies have been murdered since the ill-fated Supreme 
Court ruling called Roe vs. Wade. The Supreme Court justices acted 
outside of their function of reviewing the law. In Roe vs. Wade, they 
became legislators, a power denied by the Constitution. Justice Harry 
Blackmun attempted to stretch the 4 th Amendment to supposedly 
include a woman’s right to privacy and then stretched it even further 
by suggesting that the right to privacy included a mother’s right to 
murder her unborn infant was part of the Constitution. Thus what the 
Court did was squeeze and twist the Constitution to fit with the 
personal opinions of the majority justices, to carry out their 
predilections and it was judicial fiat in gross violation of the 9 lh 
Amendment. 

Another error these justices made was to cite the Dred Scott case, but 
the Dred Scott case was intended to give equality to blacks, but did 
not include social personal rights. There is sufficient information in 
pages SI 1501-SI 1569, Congressional Record , Senate July 15, 1982 
to get this dreadful judicial fiat reversed and removed from the law 
books. 
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In all of my years of study at the British Museum, which included a 
study of ancient nations, their civilizations and their cultures, I did 
not find among them a nation that attempted to legalize mass murder 
of their unborn infants. In fact the Egyptian and Babylonian priest¬ 
hood did not practice mass murder; they murdered only selected 
child victims for ritual sacrificial purposes. 

The people of Egypt did not dare to disobey the priest-rulers until the 
reign of King Amenhotep IV, in the Eighteenth Dynasty, when the 
priests of Osiris were put down by the brave young king who 
adopted the religion of Moses, the forerunner of the Christian 
religion. It is beyond comprehension why the American people are 
allowing the liberal “priest class” and the politicos they control along 
with the “priests” of the Supreme Court with their alleged “higher 
knowledge” to go on murdering children at the rate of 1.4 million a 
year, for reasons of inconvenience of having a child. 

“Free love” poison is permeating the feminine population. This state 
of affairs is unconscionable and must be halted, even if we have to 
fight a Second American Revolutionary War to put a stop to the 
savagery. As I will prove, abortion is unconstitutional. It has nothing 
to do with the Fourth Amendment and less still with a woman’s right 
to privacy. 

Abortion ranks as one of the top priorities of the Constitution-haters. 
Second, comes so-called gun control, and I shall deal with this later 
herein. Let us get the matter in proper perspective: Abortion is a 
Communist doctrine brought to the United States by the notorious 
Madame Alexandra Kollontai (1872-1952), a functionary in the 
Soviet government. Her travels across the U.S. in the 1920s and 
early 1930s did inestimable damage. 

The thrust of abortion is to murder in the womb, white, Christian 
American unborn children, and statistics show this group comprises 
the bulk of the nearly 55 million helpless, defenseless children who 
have been murdered since the Supreme Court turned the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights, upside down. Lesbianism and homosexuality, 
constantly thrust upon the youth of our land by Hollywood and 
Marxists in every administration since President Wilson are some the 
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methods promoted by the Bolshevik Socialists to drastically reduce 
the number of white Christian Americans as the dominant population 
group, while unrestricted immigration from non-Founding Fathers 
countries is the third tool being used to permanently change the very 
face of America. 

Abortion was “legalized” when the Supreme Court decided to hear 
the case Roe vs. Wade. The solution to the abortion murder epidemic 
raging across the nation is to have the House and Senate overturn 
this unconstitutional “law.” 

Through Article I, Section 2, Part 2 of the U.S. Constitution, the 
House and the Senate has the power to reverse any U.S. Supreme 
Court decision by a simple majority vote of both Houses. 

The disinformation, that a two-thirds majority vote is needed, is 
without foundation. There is not a single reference in the 
Constitution, nor is it implied, which says that such a vote has to be a 
two-thirds vote. Quoting from pages 3837-3847, Congressional 
Record, February 27, 1923: 

John Marshall our first chief justice in Elliots Debate, Vol.3, page 
560: Congress is empowered to make exceptions to the appellate 
jurisdiction as to the law and fact of the Supreme Court. These 
exceptions certainly go as far as the legislature may think for the 
interest and the liberty of the people. 

The falsehood that abortion is a “constitutional right” came from a 
few Supreme Court Justices who read their predilections (what they 
would like the Constitution and the Bill of Rights to say) into it; in 
defiance of the 9 th Amendment. 

The Republican Party played right into the hands of the enemies of 
the Constitution by backing their leader, G.W. Bush in invading Iraq 
in 2002. What it should have done, instead of interfering in the 
affairs of sovereign nations, was to turn its energies and attention to 
appointing a commission for this purpose to review and overturn by 
a simple majority vote of both Houses, every single one of the 
hundreds of unconstitutional decisions made by the Supreme Court 
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and States Supreme Courts since 1910; and especially Roe vs. Wade 
and all so-called gun control laws. But now that the Republican Party 
under George Bush has trampled the Constitution, it can no longer be 
the arbiter that so many citizens have been waiting for. 

Nowhere in the Constitution is the word, “abortion” expressed or 
expressly implied. Statutory Law is expressly implied. Had the jus¬ 
tices studied the Dred Scott decision, they would have known that 
the court lacked jurisdiction. But the court committed a cardinal 
blunder in agreeing to hear the abortion case. They tried to make 
unborn children a part of interstate commerce, or a Federal issue. 

Another unpardonable sin was purporting to divide the life of unborn 
child into three periods, one being the so-called “trimester” period, 
which has no basis and is not in the Constitution. 

This is in direct and flagrant violation of the 5 th , 10 th , 13 th , 14 th and 
15 ,h Amendments, which give equal protection of the laws of life, 
liberty to the bom as well as the unborn. Roe vs. Wade tried to make 
a distinction between the rights of the bom and unborn child and the 
rights of their citizen-parents, where there is no distinction. 

Nowhere in the U.S. Constitution is it expressed or expressly implied 
that there is a power to break the life of unborn children into 
convenient periods where their murder is acceptable. 

To interpret the Constitution correctly, we must always look for an 
existing power (expressed) or a power expressly implied, and if that 
power is not found, or is not expressly implied, or related to another 
power already in the Constitution, it is a prohibition of that power 
and it falls to the ground and cannot be taken. 

In plain language. Roe vs. Wade is a violation of the prohibition 
against abortion. To pretend that the Constitution allows for abortion 
is a total perversion and an example of judicial fiat, a form of 
tyranny. 

The Executive and Judiciary have limited powers delegated to them 
by the people in Article 1, Section 8 Clauses 1-18. 


37 



Dr. John Coleman 


They do not have original powers to make and pass new laws, which 
is what the court did in Roe vs. Wade. 

Congressional Record, 44 th Congress, a statement by the third Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court, John Marshall: 

The U.S. Constitution is an instrument of grants and inhibitions 
(prohibitions) of power and not a definition of which there is but one, 
of treason in Article III, Section 3, Parts I and 2. 

Roe vs. Wade should have been offered as a constitutional amend¬ 
ment by the legislative department of the U.S. government. Dred 
Scott vs. Hanford in the Supreme Court’s December Term of 1856 
proves that contention for once and for all. 

Supreme Court case law decisions are subject to Congressional 
approval. Congress need not, must not automatically accept the 
ruling of the Supreme Court as law. It has a duty to examine each 
decision on a case-by-case basis and then decide whether it can be 
entered as law or not. 

The 5 th and 10 th Amendments provide protection for the unborn, and 
additional safeguards for the rights of the unborn were added by the 
13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments to the U.S. Constitution, even though 
these amendments have yet to be ratified. Protection of life extends 
to all life and that includes the life of the unborn baby. 

The justices of the Supreme Court did not know the constitutional 
definition of “people,” “person” and “citizen.” I recommend that 
they be obliged to write a thousand times: 

The words ‘people ’ of the United States, ‘person ’ and ‘citizens ’ are 
synonymous terms, and they mean the same thing. They describe the 
political body, who according to our Republican institutions, form 
sovereignty, who hold the power and conduct the government 
through their representatives. They are what we familiarly call ‘the 
sovereign people’ and every citizen is one of the people and a 
constituent member of the sovereignty. .. 


38 



What You Should Know About The U.S. Constitution 


Sovereignty includes the unborn as they follow the rights of the 
parents. (Page 404 of the Dred Scott decision. Supreme Court, 
Summer Term, 1865 ) 

In Dred Scott we find nothing about a one-third person, a half-person 
and a three-quarter person as dreamed up by the justices who wrote 
their opinion favoring abortion. From whence cometh this weird, 
contorted language? Roe vs. Wade was a cheap, sordid, underhand 
trick to deny citizenship to the unborn child, by calling the child, a 
“fetus." 

The word “fetus” is not found in the U.S. Constitution, nor is it 
expressly implied. Therefore the word “fetus” cannot be taken and 
made part of constitutional law. In my opinion Justice Brennan was 
one of the worst violators of the 9 th Amendment ever to disgrace the 
Court. 

Vattel’s Law of Nations, pages 478-479: 

The citizens are members of civil society bound to the society by 
certain duties and subject to its authority; they actually participate 
in its advantages ... As a society cannot perpetuate itself otherwise 
than by children who naturally follow the condition of their parents, 
and succeed to all their rights. 

“Freedom of choice” is a gruesome farce. It denies the unborn child 
the right to protection of life inherited from the parents as explained 
in the immortal words of Vattel’s Law of Nations: 

■ . . Children follow the condition of the parents and succeed to all 
their rights. 

There is not one single word in the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights, nor is it anywhere expressly implied that women have the 
“constitutional” right to abortion — i.e. murder of the child in the 
womb. 

The late, great constitutional scholar Senator Sam Ervin once said of 
abortion: 
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In Roe vs. Wade, the Supreme Court found something that is not in 
the Constitution. 

This was also stated by Professor Arthur Miller of the Harvard Law 
School: 

The Supreme Court found a right to abortion without pointing to any 
specific word in the Constitution. 

Justice Byron White who dissented strongly in Roe vs. Wade stated: 

We find nothing in the language of history of the Constitution to 
support the court’s judgment. The court simply fashions a new 
constitutional right for pregnant mothers and with scarcely any 
reason or authority for its action invests the right without sufficient 
substance to override more State abortion statutes. 

Congressional Record, House, July 3, 1926, page 12942: 

It (the Communist Manifesto of 1848) has expressly abolished, 
prohibited all rights of inheritance, either by law or by will . . . 
They have promulgated decrees relating to marriage and divorce 
which practically establishes a state of free love’ (abortion). Their 
effect has been to furnish a vehicle for the legalizing of prostitution 
by permitting annulment of the marriage bonds at the whim of the 
parties. 

Abortion is the most crucial issue in the history of the United States. 
Those who would stand aside from it are committing a grave error. 
The people must petition Congress to overturn Roe vs. Wade. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 

From abortion to illegal immigration is but a short step, although at 
first glance, they are seemingly unrelated. In reality the two issues 
are intertwined. 

The motive of the conspirators is obvious. It is the same as found in 
the revolutionary 1965 Immigration Act, which flooded the United 
States with millions of people of Far and Near East Africa and South 
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American countries, while at the same time choking off immigration 
from Founding Father countries (Britain and Western Europe). 

What was their aim? It was to turn the United States into a hybrid 
nation, a so-called “multicultural society” (sometimes also called 
“multi-ethnic” or “racially diverse” nation) in which “democracy” is 
pushed to its outer limits, making of what was to be the greatest 
civilization on Earth, a failed society, another Brazil, or Balkans, or 
both. In short, the 1965 Immigration was purposefully framed to 
destroy the United States of America as envisaged by the Founding 
Fathers. In place of the confederated Republic has come, slowly at 
first, mob rule, as Plato called it, under a democratic government 
whose laws are taken from the Napoleonic code. 

What does the Constitution say about “instant citizenship” for the 
children of illegal aliens? As always, scholars and students have to 
search and diligently study the Annals of Congress, the 
Congressional Globe and the Congressional Record on the subject: 

“The child follows the condition of the parents. ” 

It is not “racist” to state the historical fact that the fifty five men who 
met in Philadelphia were all of Anglo-Saxon heritage. Hence it fol¬ 
lows that the United States Constitution was written in the light of 
their common nationality and hereditary background and culture, and 
became in the document they wrote and produced, the identity, 
heritage and culture for the new United States. 

The peoples of Europe, particularly England, Ireland, Scotland, 
Germany, France, Norway, Sweden, Denmark — the Nordic-Alpine 
people, desired to emigrate to the “new country” and when this 
desire reached other non-European nations a century or more later, 
there was planted an alien seed, which has grown to grave 
proportions in a manner never intended nor envisaged by the 
Framers of the Constitution. 

Even though it was not ratified the 14 th Amendment states as 
follows: 
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All persons born or naturalized in the United States and subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof are citizens of the United States and the 
States wherein they reside. 

Apart from violating the 10 th Amendment and attempting to take 
away the right of the States to decide whom they will admit, 
examine the effects of the words, “subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof.” 

It is of the utmost importance to note that illegal aliens are not 
subject to the laws of the United States. Again, quoting from 
Vattel’s Law of Nations: 

... I say to be of the country, it is necessary to be born of a person 
who is a citizen; for if he be bom there of a foreigner, it will only be 
the place of his birth and not his country. The inhabitants as 
distinguished from the citizens are foreigners who are permitted to 
settle and stay in the country . . . Being born under our Constitution 
and law, no naturalization is required as of one of foreign birth, to 
make him a citizen. 

The point here is that children of illegal aliens are not bom “under 
our Constitution and laws.” They follow the condition of the 
parents. Since when can one illegal action make a second illegal 
action lawful? 

Pages 4257-4259, Congressional Record, House, 1876: 

That part of the bill which relates to minor children is wholly use¬ 
less. The Constitution itself declares that a child born within the 
United States of parents who are not citizens and not subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States is an alien. 

The term, “subject to the jurisdiction” is the key to what the 
Founding Fathers meant. Persons who are citizens of other countries 
and who cross into the U.S. illegally are outside of U.S. law. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CAN THE SOCALLED WAR POWERS ACT 
SUSPEND THE CONSTITUTION? 


In this chapter I shall be writing about an area in the Constitution 

about which much disinformation has been spread, some by design, 
and some out of ignorance. In writing this book I have been 
confronted with remarks that my work is futile, because the 
Constitution is dead -- killed by the War Powers Act. 

This dangerous misrepresentation appears to be deceiving even the 
very elect. The Central government powers are those delegated to it 
in Sec. 8 Art. 1, Clauses 1-18 and nowhere is it given that the 
Congress or the president has any right to amend, alter or suspend 
the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. Congress cannot pass laws, 
do anything to diminish the power of the Constitution, or give itself 
any new powers, or alter any existing powers. The same ironclad 
rule holds good for the Judiciary. 

The War Powers Act cannot achieve the impossible. Congress 
cannot transfer any of its powers to the president, nor can the 
President suspend any part of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
I received a copy of an article written by a Dr. Gene Schroeder. It 
was sent to me among a number of letters expressing great alarm that 
what I have been teaching about the subject of “war powers” for the 
past thirty years is wrong. In that time I have diligently read (in the 
sense that one “reads” a subject at a first-rate university) from my 
private collection of the Annals of Congress, Congressional Globe 
and Congressional Record as well as Blackstone’s Commentaries on 
the Constitution by St. George Tucker, VatteTs Law of Nations, the 
works of Justice Roger Brooke Taney and other eminent authorities 
including Twenty Years of Congress by James B. Blaine and 
Commentaries on the U.S. Constitution by Justice Joseph Story. 
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The War Powers Act is unconstitutional, because the Constitution is 
the supreme law of the United States and specifically, it is not 
subject to restrictive actions by the Congress, the Supreme Court and 
or the Executive. The Framers debated war powers for three weeks 
before intentionally and deliberately withholding any war powers 
whatsoever from the president. So-called Executive Orders are null 
and void and of no force in law, being proclamations, which are 
forbidden by the Constitution. Only the monarchs of England can 
issue proclamations. An Executive Order, no matter how it is drawn 
up or who signs it, is a proclamation, and is therefore of no effect, 
and the citizens of the several States are not duty-bound to obey one 
jot of such an order. President Lincoln was the first to violate the 
Constitution in this manner. He did it mainly as a sly attempt to 
encourage the slaves to revolt against their masters in the South. 
Lincoln had the power to issue a habeas corpus suspension order 
because of the war that was raging, which he deceitfully called a 
“rebellion,” which gave him the authority to act as he did. However, 
with the death of Lincoln, his order lapsed and is no longer of force 
and effect. Let me make haste to add that even under habeas corpus, 
Lincoln was not possessed of any power to issue proclamations. 
Before his death, Lincoln admitted that his power grab was 
unconstitutional. There is even less excuse for his successors to issue 
“proclamations.” At least Lincoln had the excuse of habeas corpus, 
but that died with him and was not transferable. 

However, President Wilson was acting on orders from Colonel 
Mandel House was told to usurp the powers Lincoln had under 
habeas corpus, plus ten additional others. Wilson got away with 
violating the Constitution, with the result that many legislators and 
the public at large believed then, and still do today, that the president 
is automatically commander in chief of the Armed Forces, a 
fraudulent trick pulled by almost every president since Wilson. It is 
worth repeating: The Framers specifically and deliberately excluded 
war powers for the president. 

What disturbs me about the Schroeder article are the references to 
so-called emergencies, which allegedly arose during the tyrannical 
rule of Franklin D. Roosevelt. There was no emergency when 
Roosevelt falsely demanded war powers because WWII had not yet 
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begun. The “emergency” dreamed up by the secretary of the treasury 
and attorney general was Roosevelt’s imaginary “war on poverty.” 
This led to the unconstitutional closure of all banks for which 
Roosevelt should have been tried for sedition. There are only two 
kinds of emergencies that will bear constitutional scrutiny. 

■ The first is when the House and Senate in joint session 
pass a declaration of war and they specify what kind of a 
war it is to be. 

■ The second emergency is habeas corpus under very 
narrow strictures. 

Roosevelt’s excuse for an “emergency war on poverty” was no more 
than a bunko operation, a fraud and a scam and Roosevelt would 
never have got away with it, except for the fact that the Congress 
was woefully ignorant of the Constitution. I have spent many years 
in the study of treaty provisions as well as following the pathway 
that led to nullification of common law by some judges, and 
following my studies, I began decrying the notion that a treaty can 
override the Constitution. There was absolutely no way that 
Roosevelt could have “suspended” the Constitution. Nowhere in the 
Constitution is there provision for any such action. 

Congress itself cannot “suspend the Constitution,” add or subtract 
from any part of it, much less can the president. And remember, it is 
the Congress that makes the laws, not the president. Congress 
created the Executive and Judicial branches; yet not even a vote by 
the Congress could suspend the Constitution. Such opinions as the 
one expressing support for the alleged “suspension” of the 
Constitution by Roosevelt are harmful, and should be dismissed as 
being without substance. 

From the Congressional Record , Senate; page 9893, Senator Schall: 

Beginning with Wilson, there was a constant fight to drag us down to 
the level of Europe . . . The same personnel as in Wilson’s time; the 
same wrecking crew that took us into the war and ruined us are now 
in command. The President’s first ‘noble experiment’ when he came 
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to office was to look around for some means by which he could find 
something he was not authorized to do; look for some secret way of 
slipping something over. His chance came when Florence Kelly 
presented him with the Fabian Socialist book, 'A New Deal. ’ He did 
not have any war as did his predecessor, Wilson. So he invented a 
war and called it a war on depression — (WWI) has rendered the 
world bereft of democracy and rampant with dictatorships. He 
needed some show of lawful authority to quiet the people while he 
usurped authority. So he instructed his Attorney General to find 
some pretense of authority and the Attorney General found a law 
passed during the war (WWI) ‘to make the world safe for 
democracy’ and upon its pretended authority closed every bank in 
the country to make sure we reached the bottom of desperation. 
What little courage and confidence was left was taken away. 

That is the sum and substance of the so-called War Powers Act of 
1933. It was a fraud then and it will remain a disgraceful fraud unless 
Congress finds the courage to rescind it. Well-meaning people do a 
great disservice by perpetuating the lie. Roosevelt brushed aside the 
Constitution; to him it didn’t matter that he was trampling the 
Constitution underfoot; his goal was to put Socialism on a firm 
footing in the U.S. 

What Roosevelt did was summed up rather well by a former 
Secretary of State under Wilson, Bainbridge Coley, which is found 
on page 9836 of the Congressional Record: 

Vast Bureaucracy Fastened Upon U.S: A prominent Democrat 
(Roosevelt) has been called into being; and fastened upon us without 
our realizing it. Gradually it has dawned on the country and it is 
now quite plain, that recovery was only partially the aim of the 
administration. A great part of its interest has been radical 
institutional overturn and new modeling of the state. The guarantees 
of the Constitution are dismissed lightly as if they were irrelevancies 
of the present day life of America (a tactic later adopted by Justice 
Brennan). The basic principals of the Constitution, we are told, must 
be some how got around. 
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For the record, Roosevelt did not pull America out of the post 1929 
depression. Rather, he perpetuated it. As Henry Ford once said, 
“history is bunk.” The so-called War Powers Act of 1933 was part 
and parcel of Roosevelt’s plan to get around the Constitution and to 
take additional powers to which the Executive branch was not 
entitled. His action was unconstitutional and the War Powers Act 
remains a ghastly fraud on the American people. 

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE TITLE 
"COMMANDER IN CHIEF" 

As for the war powers of the president, he has none. The powers of 
the president are limited and very skimpy although G.W. Bush in 
true Socialist style has usurped more powers than even Roosevelt 
took, and that is saying a lot. The oft-repeated statement that the 
president automatically becomes the commander in chief of the 
Armed Forces as soon as he is elected to office is a willful 
misrepresentation of what the Constitution actually says. Also, he 
has no power to declare war as stated in the Congressional Record, 
House December, 1945, which talks about the U.N. illegality: 

It (the U.N. treaty/agreement) provides that the power to declare war 
be taken away from the Congress and given to the president. 

President Bush acted as if he has a right to declare war under the 
aegis of the U.N. Henry Clay, a great constitutional authority stated 
that Congress declares war and makes policy and objectives for the 
war, not the president. Had he been alive today. Clay would have 
declared President Bush guilty of violating the Constitution by going 
to war against Iraq. The president is responsible for purely military 
matters after being called into service by the Congress, and he has 
nothing to say about the declaration of war, or its purposes and 
intent, nor can he decide or control the mission of the troops. That 
belongs exclusively to the House and Senate as Clay forcefully 
stated. And the title of commander in chief is temporarily conferred 
upon him by Congress, lasting only until the military objectives are 
reached or the war ends, at which time the title is taken back by the 
Congress and that is the end of it. The president doesn’t retain the 
title of commander in chief ad-infinitum. It is not a title that 
automatically comes with the job. The president is not a king. 
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Congressional Record, Senate, July 21, 1922, pages 2916-2920: 

In their final and deliberate judgment one of the most important 
features of the covenant (the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights) 
was that our country should be distinguished from other nations in 
its refusal to concentrate in one man exclusive power over foreign 
relations of the Government and especially over the issues of peace 
and war. 

Appendix to Blackstone’s Commentaries with Notes to the 
Constitution of the United States and the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
particularly page 329 (restrictions on the president.): 

The first shall be commander in chief of the army, the navy of the 
United States and the militia of the several States (not to be confused 
with the un-enlisted militia or the National Guard) when called into 
the service of the United States ... As to the first, he cannot make 
rules for the regulation and government of the army and navy 
himself and must govern according to the regulations established by 
the Congress. 

In other words, the president is not automatically the commander in 
chief. Congress alone does the calling into service. Until such times 
as the Congress confers the title upon him, and even when appointed 
to this position his powers are very much curtailed and he cannot 
choose where to send the Army and Navy, nor decide the purpose of 
their mission. Until the Congress calls the president into service and 
confers upon him the title of commander in chief, he does not hold 
this position. Conferring the title of commander in chief is a future 
action, not a past action. It would be a past action if the president 
were to automatically become the commander in chief when elected 
to office. Today, the members of the House and Senate have little 
knowledge what these words “when called into actual service” mean. 
If it were true — as some assert — that the president is automatically 
commander in chief upon being elected -- he would then “stand 
where kings stood,” to paraphrase President Lincoln. Our Founding 
Fathers did not want the U.S. to have a king, which is why they 
placed this restraint upon the powers of the president. Also, few of 
our current members of the House know how to draw up a 
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constitutional declaration of war, which is a deliberately complicated 
procedure; a secretive procedure designed to curb hothead presidents 
like Bush from rushing the U.S. to war. It also deals with the kind of 
war it intends declaring — and note it is the Congress that makes the 
decision. This information is spelled out in the Congressional 
Record, House, July 21, 1888, and explains the difference between 
limited wars and unlimited wars. 

Pomeroy, the great constitutionalist of that period wrote in his work 
Introduction to Constitutional Law: 

The organic law nowhere proscribes or limits the causes for which 
hostilities may be waged against a foreign nation. The causes of 
war it leaves to the discretion and judgment of the legislature. 

As an example of a proper declaration of war, consult the House of 
Representatives, Report No. 1, 65 Congress, 1 session, page 319, 
Congressional Record, House, April 5 th 1917: 

Whereas The Imperial German Government has committed repeat¬ 
ed acts of war between the Government and the people of the 
United States of America: Therefore, be it resolved by the Senate 
and the House of Representatives of the United States of America, 
in Congress assembled, that the state of war between the United 
States and the Imperial German Government which has thus been 
thrust upon the United States, is hereby formally declared: and that 
the President, be, and is hereby authorized and directed to employ 
the entire naval and military forces of the United States and the 
resources of this government to carry on war against the Imperial 
German Government; and to bring the conflict to a successful 
termination. All of the resources of the country are pledged by the 
Congress of the United States. 

Note the declaration of war was for a perfect war, that is to say, 
every man, women and child in the United States was at war with 
every man, women and child of the belligerent state and that all the 
branches of the armed services were to be employed to this end; and, 
furthermore, note that it was the Congress who directed the 
president what to do to further the war, not the other way around. 
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Both Bush and Clinton turned this around, bent upon once again 
putting one over on the American people by rushing the nation into 
two Gulf Wars in November 1997 and 2002. Former President Bush 
twisted and squeezed this vital section of the Constitution to suit his 
purpose of dragging America into a war in the Persian Gulf, which 
was strictly a war to protect the oil interests of British Petroleum and 
to neutralize Iraq, which Vice President Cheney viewed as a threat to 
Israel. Bush chose to by-pass the constitutionally mandated 
declaration of war, which he knew he could not get, and instead got a 
“Senate Resolution” to go to war against Iraq. 

There is no such thing as a Senate “Resolution” expressed or 
expressly implied in the Constitution. The Republicans knew very 
well that Bush was violating the Constitution, but almost to a man, 
they chose party loyalty over obeying their oath of office, a crime of 
treason for which every one of those who supported the Senate’s 
violation of the Constitution should have been tried for treason, 
including George Bush. I issue a challenge to the Supreme Court, the 
American Bar Association (ABA), indeed any person in the law 
profession, any member of the legislature or the executive branch, to 
show me where in the delegated powers of the central government is 
it stated that the president has any war powers; or where it says that 
the president can wage war without a constitutional declaration of 
war. 


Article II, Sec. 3. Part II, says that the president shall only have 
military duties when called into service and he has no role in the 
planning or choosing of the type of war to be fought. And note it 
does say distinctly that only the Congress can authorize dispatch of 
U.S. military forces to foreign wars. 

President Clinton had no right to send our armed services to Bosnia, 
and less still did President Bush have any right to send our armed 
services to the Persian Gulf. The worst offender of them was 
President Woodrow Wilson, who violated the U.S. Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights all over the place in 1917 in sending our Militia to 
the battlefields of Europe. Let those who doubt these truths show 
where in the Constitution it is stated to the contrary. 
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CHAPTER 6 

TREASON AGAINST U.S. CONSTITUION: 
THE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT OF 1913 


of the cardinal criminal acts perpetrated on the American 
people was the Federal Reserve Act Congressional Record, House 
December 22, 1911, pages 1445-1451. 

Representative Charles Lindberg: 

This act establishes the most gigantic trust on earth such as the 
Sherman Act would dissolve if Congress did not by this act 
expressly create what by the act it prohibited. When the President 
signs this act the invisible government by the money power, proven 
to exist by the Money Trust investigation, will be legalized. 

The bill establishes national banks to be owned by other banks. The 
United States Treasury collects taxes from the people. These it will 
deposit in the regional banks but with no interest or very little. 
These banks will be controlled by nine directors — three of them 
selected by the Federal Reserve Board and six by the banks. That 
will give the banks full control, with the privilege of the three other 
directors to look on and see how slick they will do it. It will work 
out this way: All taxes collected from the people by the United 
States officers will be deposited in the regional banks... 

Thus, from the very outset there were a few Congressmen who 
realized that the Federal Reserve Act was a gigantic fraud and that 
the Federal Reserve banks would be a den of thieves. The vote in 
favor of the act was strongly opposed by the Democrats. All the 
Senators and all but two Representatives in the House voted against 
the act. The gigantic fraud was accepted by the rest of the 
legislators as a means of taking the money out of the banks and 
placing it in Government care. 
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Of course the exact opposite was true. To those who contend that 
the Federal Reserve Board is a legal governmental entity I say: 
“Please open your eyes to what follows. The Federal Reserve 
Banking system is not a legal governmental agency. The secret 
stockholders of the Federal Reserve live in untold wealth at the 
expense of the people, whose tax money they consume without 
having lawful title to it.” Like the priests of Pharaoh’s Court, the 
men behind the Federal Reserve Bank performed a magic trick; they 
turned fresh air into money and they are bent upon keeping the real 
creators of wealth, the people, enslaved for as long as the people 
will allow it. Establishing a central bank in the face of a 
constitutional prohibition was another of their magic tricks, this one 
inspired by the Communist Manifesto of 1848. 

Representative Charles Lindbergh tried to unmask the criminal 
conspiracy in 1913. For his patriotism Lindbergh suffered having his 
baby son kidnapped and murdered, a punishment plot that involved 
trying to discredit Germany. The evil leeches were out to destroy the 
Republic of the United States of America by ending the fiscal 
soundness of bimetallism and its balance of 16 ounces of silver to 
one ounce of gold. Bimetallism was the foundation, the solid rock 
upon which the financial integrity of the young American Republic 
was built on. It was a time of the finest judges this nation has ever 
produced; judges of the caliber and quality of John Davis, a giant of 
a man with an intellect with no equal then and who does not have an 
equal today; and Justice Roger Taney, the “incorruptible” judge who 
knew the Constitution and fiercely defended it against domestic and 
foreign enemies alike. But the standard of constitutional ability in the 
House and Senate began its gradual decline to where it is today; 
almost total ignorance of the complexities of the Constitution is 
displayed by the majority of the legislators and the judiciary. 

Those senators who stayed in Washington to do their duty, instead of 
joining the rush to go home for Christmas that fateful year of 1913, 
had they but known the Constitution, would have recognized the 
Federal Reserve Act instantly for what it was, a device to rob the 
Congress of the constitutional control to create money and currency 
of the nation and to regulate it. They would have realized that the bill 
before them was not “in consonance with” or “in pursuance of’ or 
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expressly implied by a power already in the Constitution and could 
not, therefore, be brought up for debate, let alone be voted on. In 
short, the Federal Reserve Act, which met none of the above criteria 
of constitutionality, should have been dead on arrival, the moment it 
was introduced. It was a gigantic fraud and remains so to this day. As 
Rep. Louis T. McFadden told the House on Friday, June 10, 1932: 

Mr. Chairman, we have in this country one of the most corrupt 
institutions the world has ever known. I refer to the Federal Reserve 
Board and the Federal Reserve Banks. The Federal Reserve Board, 
a Government board, has cheated the Government of the United 
States and the people of the United States out of enough money to 
pay the national debt. The depredations and iniquities of the Federal 
Reserve Board and the Federal Reserve Banks acting together have 
cost this country enough money to pay the national debt several 
times over. .. 

Some people think the Federal Reserve Banks are United States 
Government institutions. They are private credit monopolies which 
prey upon the people of the United States for the benefit of 
themselves and their foreign customers; foreign and domestic 
speculators and swindlers; and rich predatory money lenders. Those 
12 private credit monopolies were deceitfully and disloyally foisted 
upon this nation by bankers who came from Europe and who repaid 
our hospitality by undermining our American institutions. . . 

In 1912 the National Monetary Committee (note the cunning 
deception in the title — not one word about the bill being a bill to 
establish an unconstitutional central bank under the chairmanship of 
the late Senator Nelson W. Aldrich made a report and presented a 
vicious bill, the National Reserve Association bill. (Again, note the 
gross deception in the title). The bill is usually spoken of as the 
Aldrich bill. He was a tool, but not an accomplice of the European- 
born bankers who for nearly 20 years had been scheming to set up a 
central bank in this country and who in 1912 had spent and were 
continuing to spend vast sums of money to accomplish this purpose. 

The National Monetary Commission was a composed of a group of 
mattoids and bootlickers for the Warburg-Rothschild swindlers. 
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Congressional Record, January 9, 1912, pages 744-752 lays out the 
scope and duties of this so-called Commission, but all that this group 
did once in Europe was copy the money systems of the Bank of 
England, the German Reichsbank, the French National Bank and 
then when they came back to the U.S., they recommended that a 
carbon copy banking tyranny be imposed on the American people. 
Of course, several senators whose strings were being jerked by 
Warburg and Rothschild were only too happy to accept the 
treasonous report of the National Monetary Commission. This was 
the commencement of the unconstitutional “special powers” 
supposedly given by Congress to the Federal Reserve, which special 
powers are not in the delegated powers of Congress to give, and they 
mainly consisted of making “legal” U.S. funding of international 
banks and bank loans to all and sundry in Europe. 

This was Bill S2472: 

The bill authorizes corporations be organized and managed under 
the supervision of the Federal Reserve Board, to deal with 
international banking. 

Let me state most categorically that no such power has ever existed 
in the U.S. Constitution. The Federal Reserve Act was the first step 
to drawing the U.S. into the world war that began the very next 
year. What Congress did was to act for a gigantic embezzler, 
establishing the unconstitutional Federal Reserve Act which will be 
impossible to overcome for at least another 100 years, and then, 
only if it is immediately recognized as an illicit creation and its 
powers axed by the legislators. That these evil men were intent 
upon defrauding and swindling the nation is apparent when one 
reads how the Federal Reserve Act was passed. 

Congressional Record, December 1913, pages 1441-1452: 

When the bill was reported to the House for passage, a rule was 
brought in from the Committee on Rules, limiting the debate to four 
hours on a bill that none but the Republican members of the banking 
and Currency had ever read, and it was an objection from the new 
chairman of the Banking and Currency Committee that brought a 
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printed copy of that bill before the House for the first time. It came 
fresh from the printer, green, and wet, and was rushed through 
under the rule, (the rule limiting debate to four hours) practically 
without consideration and without amendment. The bill is now 
brought back to the House in a 58-page document in triple columns 
and a 30-page closely printed report, which the house is to accept 
after a two hour discussion, in order that the President (Wilson) and 
Members may go off on their holiday vacations ... 

The backers of the Federal Reserve Act lied to the American people, 
blatantly and without any sense of shame. They violated their oath of 
office to uphold the U.S. Constitution, and for that, all who voted for 
this grand theft ought to have been tried for treason and sedition and 
if found guilty, they should all have been hanged. Because this was 
not done, the Congress ceased to be independent once the Federal 
Reserve Act became “law” and because of it. Congress no longer 
represents the people. A whole generation of Congressmen failed to 
do their duty to close down the Federal Reserve banks, having been 
conditioned to accept their slave master’s dictates with equanimity 
and with an eye to keeping their positions of power and privilege in 
the House and Senate, each and every year, violating their oath to 
uphold the Constitution and to defend it against all enemies, 
domestic and foreign. 

There were a few senators who saw through the ruse, that fateful 
year of 1913, and this was especially true later, when in the 1930s 
Roosevelt was grabbing powers to which he was not entitled. A 
former director of the International Banker’s Association prepared 
the ground for the 1921-1922 depression while Governor of New 
York. He states he sent millions of dollars to Europe under the guise 
of loans so that there was not enough money for domestic use. Of 
course without the Federal Reserve there would have been no such 
“loans” and no post Wall Street crash depression. Roosevelt was able 
to go about his criminal business because of the Federal Reserve. 
Much of the Roosevelt administration’s illegal actions were sheltered 
behind the revetments of the Federal Reserve. The bottom line is that 
there is no provision in the Constitution for a central bank and that is 
what the Federal Reserve Bank is. It was sold to the American 
people as the savior of our economy and the badly-connive 
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American people accepted it as such, because their representatives 
had so miserably failed to do their constitutional duty. So-called 
Federal Reserve notes are not legal tender because there has not been 
a constitutional amendment to make them legal tender “in obligation 
of contracts” as the Constitution says. In short, Federal Reserve notes 
are the equal of fiat money. The American people are not obligated 
to accept them, but in the absence of anything else, they have 
accepted them, and also, because they have been lied to by the 
Federal government, the public is in ignorance of the true status of 
this gigantic fraud and rip-off. To quote Rep. McFadden again: 

The Aldrich bill was condemned in the platform upon which 
Theodore Roosevelt was nominated in the year 1912, and in that 
same year, when Woodrow Wilson was nominated, the Democrat 
platform was adopted at the Biltmore convention, expressly stated: 
'We are opposed to the Aldrich plan for a central bank.’ This was 
plain language. 

The men who ruled the Democrat Party then promised the people 
that if they were returned to power there would be no central bank 
established here while they held the reins of government. Thirteen 
months later, that promise was broken and the Wilson 
administration, under the tutelage of those sinister Wall Street 
figures who stood behind Colonel House, established here in our free 
country the worm-eaten monarchical institution of the ‘king's bank’ 
to control from the top downward, and to shackle us from the cradle 
to the grave. The danger that the country was warned against came 
down upon us and is shown in the long train of horrors attendant 
upon the affairs of the traitorous and dishonest Federal Reserve 
Banks... 

As Chairman of the House Banking Committee, McFadden was in a 
position of authority and he was not afraid to tell what he knew. 
Unhappily, today, we have no legislators of the stature of McFadden; 
what we have are legislators standing in mortal fear of the 
international banker’s cabal, so much so that year after year, they go 
on betraying their oath of office to uphold the Constitution, which 
makes them unfit to hold office. No one can honor the oath and 
tolerate the existence of the Federal Reserve. 
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A brave man dies once, but a coward dies a thousand deaths, as 
someone once wrote. McFadden went on to denounce the Democrats 
as the principal architects of the Federal Reserve Board from the 
floor of the House: 

Not all the Democratic Members of the Sixty Third Congress voted 
for this great deception. Some of them, remembering the teachings of 
Jefferson and through the years, there have been no criticism of the 
Federal Reserve Board and Federal Reserve Banks so honest, so 
outspoken and as unsparing as those which have been voiced by 
Democrats... 

After 1913, the House and Senate voted on numerous occasions to 
strengthen the Federal Reserve’s grip upon the American people by 
sanctioning such measures as the Monetary Control Act of 1980, 
signed into “law” by President James Earl Carter. This measure like 
those before was deceptively titled. What the Monetary Control Act 
actually is a device to keep the Federal Reserve charter from lapsing, 
the fear being that Congress would one day awake from its torpor 
and cancel it. 

The Monetary Control Act of 1980 was foretold in the 
Congressional Record, December 20, 1913, pages 1297-1302: 

... To have succession for a period of 20 years from its organization 
unless sooner dissolved by an act of Congress, or unless its franchise 
becomes forfeited by some violation of the law. 

Long before 1913, in fact in 1898, an even more compelling predic¬ 
tion and dire warning was made by Senator Alien about the coming 
of this evil bank: 

Congressional Record, Senate, January 7, 1898, pages 418-424: 

Financial Policy: / regard it as a signal of danger that we have 
entered on the money issuing-interest bearing obligations on every 
conceivable occasion and pretext. The Founding Fathers of our 
country warned us against being in perpetual human bondage, and 
those who are obligated to pay it are slaves. They may assemble and 
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resolve that they are free, but they are bond slaves until the debt is 
paid, and the Government, like a prudent individual, should get out 
of debt as speedily as possible and remain out. It would be useless to 
point out that the Government interest-bearing debt of less than 
$3,000,000,000 at the close of the war has cost the people in their 
labor and production over $7,000,000,000 thus far, and yet we have 
a thousand million left and the administration and Mr. Gage, the 
Sec. of the Treasury, would have us increase this interest-bearing 
debt to a thousand million more, the interest charge to the people in 
such circumstances being $60,000,000 annually. 

The Rothschilds held the bonds for most of the Civil War debt, and 
they resolved to keep the American people in perpetual servitude. 
(The Civil War debt was finally paid of in 1932) 

What can be done to rid ourselves of this yoke around our necks? 

Two things: 1) the Congress can pass a law, which will close down 
the Federal Reserve, either directly or 2), indirectly, the latter could 
be if Congress passed a law that the Federal Reserve pays 95 percent 
of its ill-gotten gains in taxes, retroactive to 1914. This would tax 
them out of business and at the same time return to the nation’s 
treasury, a small portion of the money the Federal Reserve has stolen 
from the American people. What the international bankers behind the 
Federal Reserve act wanted was to ensure that if their sinister 
intentions were discovered. Congress would not be able to shut down 
the Federal Reserve for a period of 20 years thereafter. Thus, it is 
clear that Congress knows it can dispose of the Federal Reserve, but 
its members lack the integrity and fortitude to put this evil empire 
out of business and free the American people from a state of eternal 
servitude. To add to the injury done to the American people by the 
Federal Reserve and their backers in Congress, Law 12, U.S.C., 
exempts the privately owned and controlled Federal Reserve Bank 
from paying income tax. This law was passed 10 months after the 
15 th Amendment was allegedly ratified. The source of this 
information is the Appendix to the Congressional Record, November 
6, 1969, pages 33558-33559. And there it remains. 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE CONSTITUTION CANNOT 
BE TWISTED AND SQUEEZED 


^Constitution-haters have tried to twist, bend and squeeze the 

Constitution for their own ends and corrupt judges often uphold 
such violations of the Constitution based upon their predilections, 
which conduct is forbidden by the 9 th Amendment. The Constitution 
is immutable and cannot be changed to suit “force of 
circumstances” or any other expediency. Since the advent of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt and his Socialist Supreme Court, we have 
seen many attempts to bend the Constitution out of shape. 

The great Judge Cooley, Congressional Record, House, pages 
2273-2279: 

The Constitution itself never yields to a treaty or enactment. It 
neither changes with time nor does it in theory bend to the force of 
circumstances. 

We have a history stretching back over 200 years which is being 
destroyed and trampled upon by a group of Socialist members of the 
legislature, the executive and the judiciary, either out of total 
ignorance of its truths, or out of hatred of the restrictions placed upon 
them by the Constitution. 

THE 10 th AMENDMENT: This amendment is seldom expanded 
upon in books on the Constitution, indeed, some of the most 
important law library books merely mention it in passing, yet it is 
one of the most important safeguards against Central Government 
encroachment on the rights of the States. It was known in the 1880s 
as “the quarantine amendment.” 
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The State of Massachusetts refused to join the Union until the 10 ,h 
Amendment was accepted as part of the Constitution. The 
Congressional Record, House, March 28 1904, pages 3898-3906 
contains an explanation of the 10 lh Amendment from Judge Cooley’s 
book. Constitutional Limitations, and it says on page 706 of this 
excellent constitutional reference, as follows: 

In the American Constitutional system, the power to establish the 
ordinary police regulations has been left with the individual States 
and it can not be taken from them, either wholly or in part, and 
exercised under legislation of Congress. Neither can the National 
Government through any of its departments and officers, assume any 
supervision of police powers of the States. 

What is meant by “police powers?” These State powers are health, 
education, welfare, family affairs and police protection. They are 
always collectively referred to as “the police powers of the States.” 
Clearly these rights are States rights and cannot be infringed upon or 
interfered with the Central Government. Pomeroy the great constitu¬ 
tionalist said in his work. Constitutional Law: 

These affairs which are local, which affect the individual citizen in 
his private capacity, abstracted from his relations to the whole 
political society, are managed by separate State Governments which 
were found in existence and left remaining by the same Constitution. 

Refer to 9 Wallace 41: 

No power is conferred by the Constitution upon the Congress to 
establish mere police regulations within the States. 

Refer to 14 Howard 17: 

The power to make municipal regulations for the restraint and 
punishment of crime, for the preservation of health and morals of her 
citizens has never been surrendered by the States or restrained by 
the Constitution of the United States ... 
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Clearly the Founding Fathers intended the States to be in full control 
of health, education, and police protection and not subject to Federal 
Government interference. In the clear and unmistakable language of 
the 10 th Amendment there is no such thing as a grant that would 
permit a “Federal” police force interfering with law enforcement in 
the States. No Federal Health Department and Education Department 
can operate in the States. These “police powers” belong with the 
States and were never relinquished to the Central Government at the 
time of the Union. The statement made by Sen. Calhoun on February 
15, 1833, showed that the 10 th Amendment is a power for the several 
States. 

Congressional Globe, January 31, 1866: 

... By turning to the Tenth Amendment article it will be seen that the 
reservation of power to the States is not only against the powers 
delegated to Congress, but against the United States themselves, and 
extends, of course, as well to the judiciary as to the other departments 
of government. The l(f h Amendment fixes the type of limitations upon 
organic law and makes the Federal Government one of delegated 
powers not original powers. 

In addition there is the profound statement made by Rep. Denison in 
the Congressional Globe, January 31, 1866, pages 546-549: 

... So it was competent for the States when they created this gov¬ 
ernment organization and called it the United States, by the 
Constitution to delegate therein certain powers and the right to do 
certain things and thus place the powers delegated under the control 
of the Federal majorities, and reserve certain powers to be controlled 
by the people of each State and for the exercise and control of which 
they were not to be answerable to any other power. If the States did 
absolutely and unconditionally reserve these powers, then they cannot 
be taken away by two thirds of this House and three-quarters of the 
States anymore than the majority of stockholders of a bank, in which I 
might have stock, take over my horse or my farm for the use of the 
corporation, because the States never placed these reserved powers in 
the common fund of powers to be controlled by the Federal 
majorities. 
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Their condition was the same as to these reserved powers after 
adoption of the Constitution as before. The people of each State 
constitute sovereignty before the adoption of that instrument. They 
were equally sovereign over the reserved rights after its adoption, and 
they cannot be taken away, except by the will of each State,; unless 
there be something in the Constitution to authorize it; for a State, like 
an individual, cannot be bound further that it agrees to bind itself. 
Have the States parted with these rights by agreeing to amend the 
Constitution ? If so, then these powers were not resen>ed absolutely, 
but only retained until the Federal majorities as represented by two- 
thirds of the House and three-fourths of the States my choose to 
transfer them against the will of the people of the State, or it may be 
one-fourth of the States, from the respective States to the Federal 
Government. This point ought to be settled by the Constitution and / 
think it is. 

The most important feature of the 10 th Amendment is that it fixes 
limitations on the Federal Government, which is one of delegated 
powers and not original powers. It makes it impossible for 
Government to take any power by inference. The power to be taken 
or exercised must be clearly expressed in the Constitution or it 
cannot be taken. 

In Article 5 there is the right to amend, but not to make new. It 
would not be an amendment to abolish the Constitution and adopt the 
Communist Manifesto of 1848, or the laws of France. 

An amendment has to be something germane to the instrument; it 
must be something already in the Constitution or it fails the test of an 
amendment. But making a new Constitution would only be binding 
on those States as agree to be bound by it and could not become a 
part of the Constitution until every State should adopt it. 

What this means is that the Federal Government can do nothing 
which is not in its delegated powers, Art. 1. Sec. 8, Clauses 1-18. 

The 10 th Amendment puts such matters as police powers, health, 
education and welfare out of reach of the Central Government and 
gives these powers solely to the States. 
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The rape of the 10 th Amendment has been a highlight of almost every 
administration since Franklin D. Roosevelt’s, who was the worst 
offender. 

EDUCATION IS RESERVED TO THE STATES AND LOCAL 
INSTITUTIONS UNDER THE 10™ AMENDMENT 

It has always been the desire of the Communists and their fellow 
travelers in America, especially during the 1920s-1930s and during 
the Roosevelt era to “nationalize” or “standardize” education. In 
1923, the Supreme Court, served by justices who knew the 
Constitution, ruled in Meyer vs. Nebraska that the Federal 
government may not interfere with the right of the parents to control 
the education of their young. This dealt a blow to the Communists 
who were rushing at breakneck speed to get bills passed that would 
negate the 10 th Amendment and give control of education to the 
Federal Government. 

I have extracted from the Congressional Record, Senate, 1926 and 
particularly from page 12917, the following to bear out the truth of 
the foregoing: Miss Jane Addams said her wish for Mrs. Kelly was 
‘long life’ that she might live to see no children in America 
unprotected by Congressional legislation. . . 

Addams was one of the leading lights of the Communist “feminist” 
movement centered at Hull House and Mrs. Kelly was a dyed-in-the- 
wool Communist and close advisor to Eleanor and Franklin 
Roosevelt. 

Thus while all the pacifism, internationalism and social legislative 
schemes in America, together with the Women’s International 
League, the National Women’s Trade Union League . . . the United 
States Children’s Bureau . . . cradled at Hull House, we find that Hull 
House was first taught to walk the socialist road by the ubiquitous 
Mrs. Florence Kelly. . . 

The point is that one of the fundamental designs of the Socialists 
was to capture and control not only the content of education but the 
teachers themselves as “apparatus of power” and propaganda, and 
that Mrs. Kelly has been in key positions for years to spread Socialist 
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propaganda in schools and colleges and among teachers as well. 
Nicolai Lenin saw the strategic importance of the education system 
as an apparatus of power controlled by the State: 

Hundreds of thousands of teachers constitute an apparatus that must 
push our work forward . . . The Communists active in the field of 
popular education must learn and understand to conduct this mass, 
which runs into hundreds of thousands ... It is important and neces¬ 
sary that he should be guiding masses of teachers . . . 

The Socialists regard children as the property of the State and many 
attempts were made in the 1920s and 1930s to force this alien idea 
onto the law books of the United States in violation of the 10 lh 
Amendment. 

“Regulation of Child Labor,” pages 9962-9977 of the Congressional 
Record, May 31, 1924 and “Maternity and Infancy Act,” 

Congressional Record, pages 12918-12951, shows how the 
Communists in the Democrat Party desperately wanted their plan to 
take education away from the States to succeed. 

Some further references to the Socialist plan to take over education 
in a centralized government department come from other prominent 
people in the field of education: 

Education as a practical instrumentality for the creating of a New 
World Order . . . Education is a form of Social control comparable 
with armies etc . . . Dr. William B. Owen, president of the National 
Education Association in a speech, June 23, 1923. 

The words, “new world order” were commonly used in speeches by 
Socialist/Marxist/Communist leaders in the U.S. during the 1920s. In 
private the National Educators Association members were told, it is a 
synonym for the Communist Manifesto of 1848. 

Citizenship today must be broader than nationalism. There must be 
an international conscientiousness; there must be an international 
heart; and a world mind. This world mind is largely an attitude of 
habit of thinking in the larger units of the world etc. The peoples of 
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the earth must now live together, and we, the teachers of the world’s 
children must prepare the world’s children for these new relations. 
In order to change the ideals of the nations, we must begin with the 
child when he first becomes teachable; because the child is 
unprejudiced; and as we lead him up through the winding path of 
education and experience, we gradually instill into him his own 
prejudice . . . There was a day when a person was simply a citizen of 
his locality and possibly of his country. Today the citizen must be a 
citizen of the world. . . Therefore; children must receive the larger 
viewpoint and the larger understanding. That viewpoint, that 
understanding, must come through the teachers. 

Dr. Augustus Thomas, president of the World Federation of 
Educational Associations, July 21, 1935: 

There we have it. What the Socialists are after is domination in 
education through a centralized government which will push interna¬ 
tionalism for all of its worth to the exclusion of nationalism and 
patriotism, which will submerge national entities and countries in a 
New World Order. 

In the following we see how the Socialists in the U.S. tried to put 
schools under a centralized Communist Federal Education 
Department: 

Congressional Record, May 24 1924, page 12928: 

Federal Department of Education Bill Pending was one such deter¬ 
mined effort to gain control of education by the central government 
in the form of a U.S. Department of Education — not mentioned in 
the Constitution nor expressly implied and thus, a prohibition — but 
the Senators at that time were well aware of what was going on and 
they beat back the challenge. 

One thing I have learned about the despoilers of the Constitution and 
the Bill ot Rights; they are very patient and never admit defeat. 
Rather, they bide their time until a more propitious moment, mostly 
created by a press which is largely under their control. And so it was 
with education. 
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In 1980 James Earl Carter realized the dreams and schemes of Miss 
Addams, Miss Lathrop and Mrs. Kelley. Franklin and Eleanor 
Roosevelt and their fellow travelers Finally got a bill enacted to 
establish an unconstitutional Department of Education in defilement 
of the U.S. Constitution and in flagrant abuse of the 10 th 
Amendment. The Federal Department of Education is just one of a 
large number of government agencies operating outside of the 
Constitution, which are not mandated by the Constitution. If we have 
any conservative members of the legislature of either party, they 
should resolve to close down all such scofflaw agencies which 
violate the 10 th Amendment powers reserved to the States. 

Congressional Globe, January 31, 1866, page 548: 

The I0f h Amendment fixes the type of limitation upon organic law, 
and makes the Federal government one of delegated powers and not 
original powers . 

Former President Carter violated this important restraint upon the 
Federal Government by signing into “law” the Federal Department 
of Education. There is nothing in the Constitution that would permit 
a Central Department of Education. 

To make the kind of bill, which Carter signed into “law,” turns the 
Constitution into a blank piece of paper by construction, to 
paraphrase Thomas Jefferson. It would take at least two amendments 
agreed to by all of the States to make the Federal Department of 
Education a part of the Constitution and secondly, to allow it to 
override State education laws. 
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CHAPTER 8 

A GUARANTEE OF EQUAL RIGHTS: 
OR ALL MEN ARE EQUAL? 


Constitutions says that the United States is a Republic, and 

this has to do with the 10 th Amendment. One of the more troubling 
aspects of the times is the almost continual reference to America as a 
“democracy.” 

The United States is a Republic. Here follows the definition of a 
Republican form of Government. Congressional Globe , February 18, 
1896, page 903: 

That the United States will guarantee every state in the Union a 
Republican form of government and Congress is empowered to 
enforce this guarantee. The definition of a Republican government 
was solemnly announced by our fathers, first, in the great battle-cry 
of the Revolution ‘taxation without representation is tyranny’ and 
secondly in the Great Declaration at the birth of our Republic that 
all men are equal in rights and that the government stands on the 
consent of the governed. A Republic is where taxation and 
representation go hand in hand, where all are equal in rights and no 
man is excluded from participation of government. 

Please note it does not say that “all men are equal.” Such an 
interpretation is Socialist spin on what the Founding Fathers meant, 
namely, that “ all men are equal in rights, before the law,” a very 
different thing from “all men are equal.” Yet, in spite of the clear 
language in which it is written, ever since the Reconstruction 
legislation and the Civil Rights Act of 1866, politicians have sought 
to twist and squeeze the meaning into “all men are equal” solely for 
political purposes. Perhaps one of the most serious of many serious 
violations of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights came about 
through President Theodore Roosevelt’s twisting and squeezing the 
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Constitution in defiance to the 10 th Amendment, when the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation was established by an unconstitutional so- 
called “Executive Order.” If we are a nation in obedience to the 
Constitution, then the FBI has no standing in the 50 States, other 
than to perhaps, guard federal property or prevent counterfeiting of 
currency. 

The 10 th Amendment forbids FBI activities in the States except in 
such places as Federal Government institutions, forts, magazines, 
(ammunition storage dumps) etc.. Chief Justice John Marshall so 
stated. 

Yet in the face off what the Constitution clearly states, Congress has 
not had the political will and integrity to call the FBI to account for 
such wrongdoings as Waco, Ruby Ridge, the Atlantic Park bombing, 
characterized by the jackals of the media as “mistakes.” 

The performance of the Senate and the House in the Ruby Ridge and 
Waco hearings can only be described as hazardous to the welfare of 
the citizens of the States. The constitutionality of the FBI was never 
once called into question by those charged with upholding the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights against all enemies, internal and 
external. 

FBI intrusion into the affairs of the States in violation of the 10th 
Amendment should be of the gravest concern to all who hold States 
rights dear is an ominous portent of what is to come from this 
agency. 

Far from declaring the FBI unconstitutionality in the several States, 
Congress has deliberately and steadily, vastly expanded the “right” 
of the FBI to encroach on civil liberties inside the boundaries of the 
States. 


■ Where in the Constitution is the FBI expressed or 
expressly implied as a constitutional power? 
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It is only in existence because Teddy Roosevelt twisted and squeezed 
the Constitution for his own political agenda. 

■ Where in the Constitution does it say that Congress can 
grant powers to the FBI which are unconstitutional? 

■ Where does it say in the Constitution that the Congress 
can delegate powers to the FBI, which Congress itself 
does not have in the delegated power of Sec. 8, Art. 1, 
Clauses 1-18? 

It is just not there! Thus what we have here is a serious situation 
where Congress grossly violates the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights and gives authority it does not have in the slightest degree, to 
a central, essentially, a secret police agency expressly forbidden by 
the Constitution. 

Another very alarming fact is that a 1979 secret Federal court deci¬ 
sion approved surveillance of thousands of people suspected of being 
a national security risk. 

The problem is that no one knows whether they are suspected of this 
or anything else, and there is no way to tell whether surveillance of 
innocent people is being conducted at multiple levels such as people, 
who have come under scrutiny because of their political persuasions. 
However, since President G.W. Bush assumed office, secret FBI 
surveillance methods have been given the color of law, in fact 
approved by former attorney Alberto Gonzalez. 

For a long time now the courts have permitted the FBI to subpoena 
telephone records by alleging that the records belong to the 
telephone company and not to the individual, and so in this manner 
the FBI avoids alerting the subscriber that he or she is under 
surveillance. 

Rep. Don Edwards said that Federal investigators scan lists of mil¬ 
lions of long distance calls each year, conveniently provided by 
AT&T computerized print outs. The fact that this is all 100 percent 
unconstitutional and therefore illegal, does not disturb Congress, 
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which is charged with the responsibility for ensuring the citizen’s 
right to privacy paramount in the Constitution. 

What does this do to your constitutional right to privacy? It rips the 
constitutional guarantee to these fundamental protections to shreds 
and then stamps them into the mud of indifference. When we look at 
our political and economic situation as we live in the several States, 
we must sometimes ponder on the need of a Federal Government. 

Why do We, the People need a Federal Government when most 
sovereign people spend their entire lives in the States? The Federal 
Government has become a millstone around the necks of the 
American people and its expanded activities inside the States must 
be curtailed. 

The House and Senate should not be allowed to convene for more 
than three months each year, during which times their deliberations 
must be confined solely to defense of the realm. As it is now, the 
time Congress is in session is spent on whittling away the rights of 
We, the People and the Bill of Rights, and States rights. The people 
who reside in the States are the true sovereigns of the nation as the 
following shows: 

a When a child is born he or she gets a State birth 
certificate, not a Federal Government birth certificate. 

■ A child gets a grade school education from the State. 

Federal intervention in education is baneful and harmful and this 
unconstitutional Federal Government intrusion has turned schools 
into a large pool of Socialist activity to wipe out all knowledge of the 
Constitution. This will yet turn America into a nation without morals 
and into a humanist Communist society, as is already happening. 


■ A student receives a high school diploma from the State. 

■ A student receives a degree from a State college, not a 
Federal Government college. 
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■ People get married in the State and receive a State 
marriage license. 

■ Teaching certificates, law degrees, doctor’s degrees are all 
matters for the State and are not issued by a Federal 
Government. 

■ Automobiles are registered in the States. 

■ Birth and Death certificates are issued by the States. 

With so many essential services taken care of at a State level, there 
cannot be a real need to allow a bloated Federal Government to 
continue in its present form, and there is a need for those who fear 
big government — as did all of our Founding Fathers — to put an end 
to this state of affairs. 

Elsewhere herein, I explain how the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights is being twisted and squeezed by a central government, which 
includes the Executive, the Congress and the Legislature. 

Some of the more glaring examples of this dangerous situation which 
we have allowed to creep into our national life are found in the areas 
of treaty powers and immigration powers, which has given rise to 
dangerous conditions as to pose a threat to our Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights. 
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CHAPTER 9 

CAN TREATIES OVERIDE THE CONSTITUTION? 

N o treaty powers of the Federal Government can interfere with 
the powers reserved to the States. Holden vs. Joy (17 Wall, 243): 

Under the powers given to the President and Senate to make 
treaties it must be assumed that the framers of the Constitution 
intended that the power should extend to all which in the 
intercourse of nations had usually been regarded as the [proper 
subjects of negotiation and treaty, if not inconsistent with the 
nature of our Government and relations between the States. 

Ferrios dos Santos (28-493) cited in the case, Second Walton, on 
the Constitution, page 955: 

The treaty power as expressed in the Constitution is unlimited, 
except by those restraints arising from the nature of Government 
itself and of that of the States. It would not be contended that it 
extends so far as to authorize what the Constitution forbids, or 
change the character if government or in that of the States, or a 
cession of any portion of the territory of the latter without its 
consent. (Fort Leavenworth Railroad Co. vs. Lowe 114, U.S. 525, 
541) 

No State need obey GATT, NAFTA, WTO or the U.N. The United 
States Participation Act of December 20, 1945, is a treasonous 
document. Note that the Christmas holiday season was chosen to 
introduce this contentious legislation (The Federal Reserve Act was 
similarly introduced during the Christmas season in 1913). 

No part of the U.S. Constitution can be embodied in the language of 
laws governing treaties. Examples of treaties that violate this 
principle are the U.N., GATT, NATO, CWC and the Panama Canal, 
all unlawfully entered into by the United States, which makes 
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nullities of them all. The U.S. Constitution is superior to all treaties, 
which are like any other law and can be abrogated by a variety of 
means, whereas the Constitution cannot be abrogated. 

Congressional Record, February 26, 1900, Page 2289: 

There is nothing in the law of nations to construe the Constitution of 
the United States nor any of its provisions. Neither is there anything 
in the Constitution of the United States to warrant limitations of its 
power by international law. The Constitution of the United States 
upon its Government and the departments thereof cannot be 
abrogated by any rule of any other nation or family of nations. .. 

Treaties cannot annihilate the U.S. Constitution which is what the 
Socialists tried to with the U.N. agreement. (It is not a treaty.) For 
instance, the so-called Genocide treaty negates the U.S. Constitution 
100 percent. 

In particular it violates the 11 th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution 
which reads: 

The Judicial power of the United States shall not be construed to 
extend to any suit in law or equity, commenced or prosecuted against 
one of the United States by citizens of another State or by subjects of 
a Foreign State. 

This proves that a treaty, far from being the law of the land as some 
will incorrectly have it, is almost always dependent upon the 
goodwill of the Congress, which has the constitutional power to pass 
all laws deemed to be necessary and proper and carry them into 
execution. But the legislators are not compelled to do anything in 
terms of the treaty of which the Congress does not approve. 

. . . And again, the treaties before us require execution by Congress 
and the very first article of the Constitution declares: All legislative 
powers herein granted shall be vested in the Congress of the United 
States. 
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Note, it does not say “vested in treaty making powers,” so how in the 
world can a treaty be “the law of the land” and superior to the U.S. 
Constitution? The very idea flies in the face of common sense and 
the U.S. Constitution is based on common sense. 

As Senator Thurmond said in the debates of the Reconstruction 
period: 

A treaty is only a law. It is a temporary law at best and is subject to 
being constitutional and if it is not in pursuance of and in con¬ 
sonance with the Constitution, it must be rejected by the Congress. In 
reality, all treaties are no more than games, confidence tricks, to 
gain the ascendancy in one way or another and the history of the 
U.S. proves that it has been fooled and taken in by more treaties than 
any other country in the world. 

I said that the Panama Canal Treaty was bogus. 

One good reason why it is bogus is that only the Congress through a 
constitutional amendment can alienate U.S. territories, and then only 
with the express consent of the American people, but this never 
happened with the so-called Panama Canal treaty. Instead, we had 
group of self-interest traitors acting for certain Wall Street bankers, 
“negotiate” away the Panama Canal. 

Congress has the power to void the Panama Canal treaty and it 
ought to be one of the things the lawmakers should give the highest 
priority. 

Another bogus treaty is the U.N. treaty. It would have taken two 
constitutional amendments to make U.S. “membership” of the U.N. 
lawful. In the 1945 debate in the Senate, shockingly insufficient 
time to debate the constitutionality of the U.N. treaty/agreement 
was allocated; in fact only one day was set aside for debate out of 
the three days that the measure was before the Senate. 

It was physically impossible for the senators to have studied the 
voluminous agreement within the three days allotted, but under 
tremendous pressure from the Roosevelt dominated press, a climate 
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of rampant emotion was engendered and the timing to present the 
U.N. agreement was well chosen by design. 

Whipsawed by the press, with the terrible WWII still fresh in their 
minds, Roosevelt and the Tavistock Institute knew that time was ripe 
for the American people to be duped and connived into believing that 
the U.N. agreement was a peace plan. 

Compare the time spent by the senators on the U.N. agreement with 
the 3 months they spent debating the Panama Canal give-away and 
even then, they could not get to the bottom of the Carter-Rockefeller- 
Wall Street fraud; likewise with NAFTA and GATT and the World 
Trade Agreement (WTA). 

The Constitution the U.S. is no longer operating under Vattel’s Law 
of Nations, when it comes to treaties in international law. This is a 
transgression, because our Founding Fathers abjured future 
legislators to live by Vattel’s Law of Nations, which they used very 
extensively to write the U.S. Constitution. 

Americans cannot be bound by the bogus United Nations 
Agreement, which has no standing whatsoever, no matter what the 
politicians may say to the contrary. A legal challenge must be 
mounted against this agreement, so that it may be exposed for what it 
is, a Trojan horse meant to supplant the U.S. Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights and end the sovereignty of the States. 

On treaties, Vattel’s Law of Nations says that any treaty (it does not 
talk about agreements which are not in the Constitution), that is 
pernicious to the United States can and must be held to be null and 
void, and it is quoted over and over again in the Congressional 
Record. 

By failing to do its duty in voting for the U.N. treaty/agreement, the 
Senate is responsible for the loss of thousands upon thousands of 
servicemen in Korea and in Vietnam, Afghanistan and Iraq, pain and 
suffering, the needless death of our soldiers, not to mention huge 
financial losses. 
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The Chemical Weapons Convention treaty/agreement is no more the 
law of the land than the “Fat Lady” is the president of the United 
States. 

No wonder Bamum said of the American people that a sucker is born 
every minute. A great infamy was visited upon the American people 
with the ratification of the bogus CWC (Conventional Weapons 
Compact) “treaty.” I wish to challenge all of the senators who voted 
for this circus sideshow of a “treaty” to prove to the American 
people, where in the U.S. Constitution it says that U.N. inspectors 
have the right to come into the States and unlock factories and 
warehouses, looking for “chemical weapons” and ask the citizens of 
the States all manner of questions to which the stock response should 
be, that the U.S. is not a member of the U.N. 

If the Congress and the president refuse to end the whole slew of 
bogus treaties bogus and “treaty” agreements already mentioned 
herein, then it is up to We, the People, as the sovereigns, to take this 
matter up on the State level and then at the national level and see it 
through to its final stage, that being to rid the U.S. of the presence of 
the U.N. and sever all ties to it for once and for all. 

A well experienced citizens committee should also examine all 
treaties passed since 2000 and abrogate all bogus agreements etc. 
That is our constitutional duty. Let us be up to the task. 
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CHAPTER 10 

IS AMERICA A CHRISTIAN NATION? 


""There has been and continues to be, all-out war waged against the 

constitutional validity of America being a Christian nation. Let us 
examine the question of whether or not America is constitutionally, a 
Christian nation. After WWII, the Supreme Court began to depart 
from the Christian heritage of America as established by our 
Founding Fathers, with socialist interpretations of “freedom of 
religion,” instituting pagan ideas, usurping legislative powers to 
which it was not entitled, in order to bring about the socialist changes 
desired by the Socialist, Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

A virtual rebellion against the Constitution and the Bill of Rights, 
took root in this period in which Socialist Justices Frankfurter, 
Douglas, Brennan, Fortass, Brandeis, Burger and Warren became the 
standard bearers of a revolution against the Constitution will go 
down in the history of how to subdue a nation without resorting to 
force of arms. In 1892 the following Supreme Court decision was 
handed down: 

Our laws and our institutions must necessarily be based upon the 
teachings of the Redeemer of Mankind. It is impossible that it should 
be otherwise; and in this sense to this extent our civilization and our 
institutions are emphatically Christian. 

Justice Brewer also said so in 1905: 

This Republic is classified among the Christian nations of the world. 
It was so formally declared by the Supreme Court in the case of Holy 
Trinity Church vs. United States 143-U.S. 471. That court, after 
mentioning various circumstances, added, ‘these and many other 
matters which might be noticed, add a volume of unofficial 
declarations to the mass of organic utterances, that this is a 
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Christian nation. We constantly speak of the nation as a Christian 
nation -- in fact as the leading Christian nation of the world. This 
popular use of the term certainly has significance. It is not a mere 
creation of the imagination. It is not a term of derision but has a 
substantial basis — one which justifies its use. ’ 

The great constitutional scholar Justice Joseph Story in his 
Commentaries on the United States Constitution explained matters 
thusly: 

. . . and of the first amendment to it.. . the general if not universal 
sentiment in America was, that Christianity ought to receive 
encouragement from the state so far as it was not incompatible with 
the private right of conscience and the freedom of religious 
worship. An attempt to level all religions, and to make it a matter of 
state policy to hold all in utter indifference would have created 
universal disapprobation, if not universal indignation ... the real 
object of the Amendment was not to countenance. Much less 
advance Mohammedanism, or Judaism or infidelity by prostrating 
Christianity, but to exclude rivalry among Christian sects, and to 
prevent a national ecclesiastical establishment which should give to 
a hierarchy the exclusive patronage of the national government. 

In the case, Church of the Holy Trinity vs. the U.S., Justice David 
Brewer ruled: General Christianity is, and always has been, a part of 
the common law of Pennsylvania. 

In the case, People vs. Ruggles, Chancellor Kent, Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of New York State said: ... We are a Christian 
people and the morality of the country is deeply engrafted upon 
Christianity and not upon the worship of impostors. (Other religions) 

There is no such thing as “Separation of Church and State” in the 
Constitution and The Bill of Rights. There is little doubt that the 
Founding Fathers always intended the U.S. to be a Christian nation, 
yet the liberal courts of the Roosevelt presidency contended 
otherwise. There is no such thing as “Federal Courts” or “Federal 
Judges” expressed in the Constitution, thus it would seem to me that 
Federal Courts and judges are a prohibition, and cannot operate in 
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the parameters of the 50 States except in cases of treason and 
counterfeiting of currency. Washington D.C. and the U.S. territories 
are the only locations where Federal Courts can operate if we obey 
the Constitution. 

Politically appointed “Federal judges” are not elected by We, the 
People, and their “courts” could thus become instruments of tyranny, 
which was never intended by the Founding Fathers. Today, a single 
“Federal judge” can thwart the will of the legislature and the will of 
the people. This is rule by judicial fiat by political “Federal” judges, 
worse than anything encountered in the former USSR. The current 
and growing abuse of the court system to impose tyranny upon We, 
the People was anticipated by the Founding Fathers. 

The Constitution, on this hypothesis is a mere thing of wax in the 
hands of the judiciary, which they may twist and shape into any 
form. (Thomas Jefferson) 

The 9 th Amendment is part of the Constitution to prevent this 
massive and growing practice of judges reading their opinions into 
the Constitution. Courts today ignore this check on their conduct. 
The majority of “Federal judges” have become political activists 
whose rulings constitute new laws not passed by the legislature. 

These judges interfere in matters reserved to the States under the 10 th 
Amendment, often to the extent of ordering what type of persons 
must be employed by local boards, and what books school boards are 
allowed to include in curriculums and school libraries. 

Perhaps the Founding Fathers anticipated the usurping of the 
Constitution by “Federal” courts, and in their far-seeing wisdom, 
they provided a counter against it. Congress, by a simple majority 
can overturn any ruling by the Supreme Court. It does not require a 
two-thirds majority. 

Article III Section 2 Part II of the U.S. Constitution. 

John Marshall, the third Chief Justice of the Supreme Court said in 
Eliotts Debates, Vol. 3, page 560: 
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Congress is empowered to make exceptions to the appellate 
jurisdiction as to law and fact of the Supreme Court. These 
exceptions go as far as the legislature may think proper for the 
interest and liberty of the people. 

The Supreme Court is not the final word on the Constitution. The 
salaries of Supreme Court justices are paid by the Congress so the 
Supreme Court is not co-equal with the legislative branch. Congress 
must be ordered by We, the People, to start using this long-forgotten 
power, and to declare a 50-year moratorium on Roe vs. Wade, 
Brown vs. Board of Education, the Immigration Reform Act, Brady 
Bill, Assault Weapons ban, the Patriot Act and on and on. The 
Attorneys General of the States must move to curb the operation of 
Federal courts inside state boundaries as is their absolute right and 
duty under the U.S. Constitution. This would put a stop to 
unconstitutional violation of State laws, which would then be subject 
to review by a panel of constitutionalists who have made at least a 
five-year study of the Annals of Congress, Congressional Globe and 
Congressional Record. 

Florence Kelly, confidant of Roosevelt and his wife Eleanor pressed 
the issue of socializing the United States. After she returned from 
England and Germany where she was lauded by the Socialists and 
Marxists, Kelly received a letter from Karl Marx dated January 27, 
1887, in which he instructed her how to socialize education in 
America and how to introduce Socialism “into the flesh and blood of 
Americans.” These instructions became the blueprint of the 
Roosevelt Democrat Party in its plans to seize control of education, a 
plan, that has been followed ever since and were part and parcel of 
the Clinton agenda for America. 

The United States of America has one law, common law, which was 
retained by the States when they came into the Union, as is 
mentioned in Article VII of the Bill of Rights. Presidents Wilson, 
Roosevelt, Truman, Johnson, Clinton, and now Bush thought it legal 
to act under implication, but no law in the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights is by implication. Laws have to be expressed, or expressly 
implied -- a very different thing to “by implication,” which is one of 
the ways the Constitution is destroyed. 
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Federal government department like the FBI, the CIA and the 
Homeland Security Department, came into being by implication. 
None of these entities is expressly implied in the delegated powers of 
the Federal Government Article 1 Sec. 8, Clauses 1-18 and it is 
therefore an inhibition or prohibition of these entities. Chief Justice 
John Marshal said: . . . when the Constitution is silent on a power it 
is a prohibition of that power. 

The Constitution and the Bill of Rights were trampled by Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt. One of his deceptive, efforts successfully 
destroyed the U.S. money system of bimetallism. Roosevelt 
unconstitutionally fixed the value of gold and sold the credit and 
labor of U.S. citizens to the international bankers, particularly the 
Rothschilds who reneged on a promise to take payments in silver for 
the Civil War debt. From Congressional Globe and Congressional 
Record, we learn that the Constitution says the credit and labor of an 
American citizen belongs to each citizen and not to the state (the 
basis of Communism) and not to the Federal government, shows 
Roosevelt violated this vital principle and sold the American 
citizens, individually and collectively, into slavery and bondage to 
the international bankers. 

Indentured laborers truly had more freedom than the American 
people, because, eventually, they gained real financial freedom by 
paying off their debt to the bondholder. American citizens of this 
century can never do this. U.S. Government bonds that have been 
paid off by the citizens through their labor are still drawing interest 
for the owners of the Federal Reserve, instead of being retired in 
many cases 30 years ago. If a private citizen engaged in such an 
unlawful practice, he or she would soon be prosecuted for fraud. 

Franklin and Eleanor were surrounded by Marxists and Socialists 
such as included the well-known Marxists, Florence Kelly, Jane 
Addams, Julia Lathrop, Grace Abbot and Dr. Anna Louise Strong. 
All were avowed admirers of Lenin. 

According to Dr. Strong as quoted in the Congressional Record, 
May 31, 1924, pages 9962-9977. 
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The greatest man of our times was Nicolai Lenin. No public man has 
been so increasingly loved by so many millions of people. Thus it 
came about that what with the jackal press in his pocket, the courts 
under his control, Roosevelt was able to violate the Constitution and 
plunge the nation into one disaster after another, for which we, the 
people, are still paying dearly. 

Roosevelt Opens Citizenship to All and Sundry 

The war to turn the United States into a hybrid nation is visible in the 
area of immigration and citizenship. The granting of citizenship to 
unqualified persons destroyed ancient Rome and will eventually also 
destroy the United States of America. 

In the year 212, Caracalla (Caracallas) passed the Edict of Caracalla, 
which granted citizenship to all free men in the Roman Empire. His 
actions caused anger and dismay because, hitherto, citizenship had 
provided a distinction between Roman-bom and foreigners, which 
was very much prized by the former class. With the extension of 
citizenship to all and sundry, citizenship was cheapened to the point 
where it no longer had any value. This is reckoned among historians 
as one of the main reasons why Rome collapsed just as the United 
States is in the process of collapsing for the same reason. 

Commenting on citizenship, Vattel in his work Law of Nations, the 
“Bible” upon which the Founding Fathers based the Constitution and 
Bill of Rights, stated on pages 474-479: 

The citizens are members of civil society bound to the society by 
certain duties and subject to its authority; they equally participate 
in its advantages. The natives or natural born are in the country of 
the parents who are citizens. As society cannot perpetuate itself 
otherwise than by children, they naturally follow the condition of 
their parents and succeed to all their rights. Again, I say that to be 
of the country it is necessary to be bom of a person who is a citizen; 
for if he be bom there of a foreigner, it will only be the place of his 
birth and not his country. The inhabitants as distinguished from 
citizens are foreigners who are permitted to settle and stay in the 
country. 
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On page 404 of the Dred Scott decision: 

. . . The words, people of the United States and citizens are 
synonymous terms and mean the same thing. They both describe the 
political body, who, according to our Republican institutions, form 
sovereignty, and who hold the power and conduct the government 
through their representatives. They are what we familiarly call ‘the 
sovereign people’ and every citizen is one of the people and a 
constituent member of the sovereignty, etc. 

In strict accordance with the Constitution, the Supreme Court did not 
have the slightest authority to grant citizenship to the Negro, even 
though its ruling was a worthy cause. To grant citizenship is the 
prerogative of the States Congress and the 14 th Amendment did this, 
but the 14 th did not have one word about race in it. 

Congress started the process of citizenship for the Negro with the 
Civil Rights Act of 1876, which was unconstitutional and the 14 th 
Amendment remains un-ratified and is not a part of the U.S. 
Constitution, of no effect whatsoever, if the harsh and unpalatable 
truth is told. Of course the remedy is quite simple — Congress must 
revive the 14 th Amendment, grant citizenship to the Negro and then 
submit the resolution to the States for proper ratification. It can and it 
should be undertaken at the very earliest opportunity. 

I come now to the attack on the Christian foundation upon which the 
United States rests. First, we have to decide whether there is a grant 
in power found in the Constitution, an original power found in the 
delegated powers of the Federal Government containing the words 
“separation of Church and State.” 

Enemies of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights have hidden 
behind the facade of democracy and worked without ceasing to per¬ 
vert the Constitution and the Bill of Rights in specific areas, one of 
them being to further the cause of Socialism under the pretext that 
their “religious rights” are violated. Such is the case with the so- 
called “separation of Church and State” law, which is no law at all as 
it is not so stated in the Constitution nor is such a clause pursuant to 
and in consonance with the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
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Over the years, I have consistently condemned the so-called doctrine 
of separation of Church and State as 100 percent unconstitutional 
and repeatedly pointed out that the phrase “a wall of separation” does 
not exist in the Constitution and that the Supreme Court has led this 
nation away from its Christian heritage by means of fraudulent 
deception and deceitful terminology. The brevity of the Constitution 
gave rise to the Earl Warren Secular Humanist Supreme Court 
abusing Article 1 of the Bill of Rights. 

Where it is briefly stated in Article 1 of the Bill of Rights, the so- 
called “religious freedom” clause, even the most cursory 
examination reveals that it was lifted directly out from Virginia State 
Constitution at the time the Federal Constitution was written. The 
Supreme Court knew this, but went ahead and gave it an entirely 
different meaning from the intent of the Founding Fathers. The 
Supreme Court knew Virginia State Constitution made it plain that 
what the Founding Fathers did when they put this clause into the Bill 
of Rights was to make sure that no single Christian sect would have 
dominance over other Christian beliefs, if it should become the State 
religion. 

It was never meant to eradicate Christianity from the life of the 
government. Evil men seized upon the fears of religious groups with 
nothing in common with the Christian religion, telling them that 
prayers in school and the nativity scene on government property 
“threaten your religious rights.” They saw a chance to create to 
create intense strife and confusion where none existed before. The 
so-called “wall of separation” doctrine is one of the seven deadliest 
sins in our national life that caused a situation where hatred 
supplanted reason. 

In the case. Church of the Holy Trinity vs. United States, Mr. Justice 
David Brewer ruled: . . . General Christianity is, and always has 
been, a part of the common law of Pennsylvania. 

In the case of People vs. Ruggles, Chancellor Kent, Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court of New York State said: . . . We are a Christian 
people and the morality of the country is deeply engrafted upon 
Christianity and not upon the worship of impostors. 
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There were no other religions worthy of note in existence in the 
colonies at the time the Constitution was drafted. The Virginia State 
Constitution makes that perfectly clear; what the Founding Fathers 
were doing was securing the right of the people not to have the 
Church of England become the government church as it is in 
England. 

The Socialists (particularly William Douglas) among the Supreme 
Court justices saw an opportunity to twist and subvert the Bill of 
Rights by isolating this clause from the balance of the clauses and 
then admitted all manner of other religions into the protection of 
Article 1. The clauses of the Constitution can not be separated and 
isolated from the rest of the Constitution as such an action will 
inevitably destroy the perfect equipoise of the whole document. The 
so-called “separation of Church and State” interpretation by the 
deceitful Warren court was a fraud perpetrated upon the American 
people and followed the Communist Manifesto of 1848 to the letter 
in trying to fragment the Constitution by separating its clauses. 

In his book To Build A Wall author Gregg Ivers not only confirms 
my constitutional position, but takes great delight in telling the entire 
story of how the “separation of Church and State” deception was 
carefully worked out, and by whom. Ivers names the American Civil 
Liberties Union (ACLU) as one of the chief conspirators and quotes 
the great constitutional scholar, Senator Sam Ervin of North Carolina 
as complaining: . . . This ruling (by the Supreme Court) has made 
God unconstitutional. 

In a review of Ivers’ book, Stephen Whitfield remarks: ... Yet both 
the nation and the society were founded by Christians, especially 
Protestant Christians. The United States has always been a Christian 
society, but is no longer a Christian nation. 

Both the book and reviewer Whitfield spell out in great detail just 
who was responsible for such monumental, utterly destructive 
changes made by the secular humanist teachings of the Warren 
Court. Whitfield quotes the forces trying to erect a so-called “wall” 
as a small minority who worked silently from behind the scenes for 
years: 
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. . . and convinced the Supreme Court to interpret the Establishment 
Clause of the First Amendment as erecting a very high wall of 
separation between church and state. They invested millions of 
dollars in propaganda designed to change the minds of justices. 
Instead of appealing exclusively to the court of public opinion, these 
organizations appealed to directly to the courts for relief from the 
obtuse, complacent and even hostile majorities that controlled legis¬ 
latures. 

Ivers names one individual, Leo Pfeiffer as being: 

. . . recalcitrant, single minded and domineering in helping to prevail 
for more of a third of a century to persuade the bench that the 
Establishment Clause mandates vigilance on behalf of religious 
minorities and the irreligious. 

He goes on to explain how Pfeiffer enlisted support of churches 
(such as the apostate Unitarian Church): . . . school boards, how 
legislatures were contacted and how judges were addressed and 
persuaded. 

To Build A Wall is disappointing in that it does not describe how the 
Supreme Court itself worked in analyzing the logic of the opinions 
that led to “Everson vs. The Board of Education” that has cleaved 
church from state for more than a half a century. 

Reviewer Whitfield concludes that the phrase: 

. . . Wall of separation is missing from the Constitution and 
concludes that the success of the forces opposed to Christian 
America achieved a stunning victory. 

To which I would add it is also missing from the Bible. In short, 
there are no Constitutional or Biblical grounds on which to base the 
so-called doctrine of “separation of Church and State.” 
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CHAPTER 1 1 

JUDGES AND LEGISLATORS. 

MUST OBEY THE 9 th AND 1 0 th AMENDMENTS 


of the most dangerous developments of modem times is the 

presumption by the judiciary that somehow, along the way it 
acquired a power to legislate, even though the Constitution expressly 
forbids to the judiciary to make laws, their only function being to 
interpret laws made by the Congress. 

To prevent the judiciary from exceeding its powers under the 
Constitution, the 9 th Amendment was passed, which forbids the 
thoughts of judges, called predilections, from being inserted between 
the lines of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 

The first rule on constitutional law is that the U.S. Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights cannot be compromised. All laws in our Republic 
must be based upon something immutable that cannot be altered to 
suit a particular whim, heated moments of great excitement, and 
figments of imagination, cunning sophistry and temporary 
expediencies. As I have previously said, the Constitution does not 
allow for “Federal” judges. 

Where a power sought is not mentioned in the Constitution 
(expressed) or is expressly implied, it is a prohibition against the 
power. 

Where in the Constitution is the term “Federal judge” written? It is 
just not there. Yet, we have these “Federal judges” increasingly 
thwarting the will of the people of the sovereign States on a host of 
issues and grossly intervening in matters that are in the purview and 
sole prerogative of the States. A case in point was the ruling by a 
“Federal” judge that California’s anti motor-voter law is 
unconstitutional. 
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An anti motor voter law was overwhelmingly desired by the citizens 
of California to stop illegal aliens from voting. The Democrat Party 
majority wanted anyone who applied for a driver’s license to register 
to vote on the same form. This greatly helped to register people who 
had no right to vote. 

Then there was a case where a “Federal” judge told the City of San 
Francisco to employ more minorities and women firefighters and this 
judge had the audacity to issue an “order” to this effect, which 
should have been ignored by the city administration, but which was 
not. A further example of blatant unconstitutional action by a 
“Federal” judge concerns the case in Georgia where one of the 
colleges and the State Attorney General sued to stop a group of 
homosexuals and lesbians from holding a “national homosexual 
convention” on college property. The people of the state didn’t want 
an amoral group holding meetings on college property and neither 
did the majority of students. 

Along came a Federal judge and blatantly revoked the 10 th 
Amendment rights of the State of Georgia and poked his nose into 
what is essentiality a State right, protected by the 10 th Amendment.. 
If We, the People, do not take constitutional action to remove judges 
who are law breakers because they violate the Constitution, by 
meddling in States rights, then the day is fast approaching when the 
people will be ruled by judicial fiat. Another Federal judge in 
California ruled the State’s gas chamber “cruel and unusual 
punishment” as though she had never even heard of the 10 lh 
Amendment. California’s San Quinton gas chamber, used to execute 
murderers sentenced to death had to be closed down and executions 
henceforth carried out by lethal injection while the judge’s ruling 
was being appealed. 

During the Roosevelt era, the Supreme Court was packed with 
constitutional anarchist justices, who got around the Constitution by 
reading their own thoughts into it. Brown vs. Board of Education 
was one of the more infamous instances of judicial predilections 
overriding the Constitution, and of course, the most horrifying of all 
was Roe vs. Wade, when the 4 th Amendment was bent out of shape, 
stretched and twisted to mean what the constitutional anarchists 
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wanted it to mean. Judges are constantly trying to isolate 
amendments and clauses of the Constitution, but every part of the 
Constitution has to be read and interpreted in the light of the whole. 
It cannot be fragmented; otherwise the perfect equipoise of the 
Constitution is lost. 

The Warren court in particular used the 14 th Amendment to mean 
anything the Warren Court -- notorious for its predilections — 
wanted it to mean. Justice Brennan made free with his predilections 
and history may show him as worse than Warren when it came to 
violating the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. Brennan was a 
Catholic, but he never displayed any of the symbols of Christianity 
on his person or in his surroundings, and even at his funeral, there 
was nothing to indicate his supposed Christianity. 

THE 9 th AMENDMENT IS A RESTRICTION ON 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

The 9 th Amendment is a prohibition against the Supreme Court or 
the lower courts handing down judgments not based on the 
Constitution and not already in the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights. 

I researched the pages of debates found in the Annals of Congress, 
Congressional Globe and Congressional Record and found many 
such instances. This was a tough and tedious job because they are 
well hidden under misleading titles and it requires a certain tenacity 
of purpose to find them, and those who undertake this task will find 
a lot of material in the Annals of Congress, June 1789. 

Pages 2273-2297, Congressional Record, House, February 20, 1890; 

The 9 th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution expressly states the 
existence of other rights which are retained by the people and that 
these rights shall not be denied or disparaged because certain 
express rights re enumerated in the Constitution or its amendments. 

As the great constitutionalist Judge Story put it when dealing with 
the 9 th Amendment; 
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The enumeration in the Constitution shall not be construed to deny 
or disparage others retained by the people. The maxim, rightly 
understood, is perfectly sound and safe, but it has often been forced 
from its natural meaning into support of the most dangerous 
political heresies. 

Examples of the maxim “presumed to admit in them any recondite 
meaning” and “strangely forced from its natural meaning into the 
support of the most dangerous political heresies” are all so-called 
gun control laws, so-called “gay rights,” and abortion rights, 
Brown vs. Board of Education, Homeland Security bill ad 
infinitum. Although expressly aimed at the judiciary, all local, state 
and federal officials are bound by the 9 ,h Amendment, and are 
forbidden, along with the justices of the Supreme Court and the 
judges of the several States, from imposing recondite, esoteric, 
abstruse meanings, philosophical acuteness, elaborate shades of 
meaning, all manner of the products of uncontrollable figments of 
their predilection-riddled imaginations, upon We, the People in their 
judicial rulings. That is the purpose of the 9 th Amendment. 

We quote Thomas Jefferson’s letter to Dr. Ritchie on the need to rein 
in justices and judges of the Supreme Court and the several States. 
Dr Richie had written to him about the power of judges, and this was 
his response: 

The judiciary of the United States is a subtle corps of sappers and 
miners constantly working underground to undermine the 
foundations of our Confederate fabric. They are construing our 
Constitution from a coordination of a general and special 
government to general and supreme one alone. 

This will lay all things at their feet and they are too well versed in 
English law to forget the maxim Boni judicis est amp-lidire 
jurisdiction. A judiciary independent of a king or executive is a good 
thing but independence of the will of the nation is a solecism at least 
in a republican government. 

Note, Jefferson did not say a “Democratic Government” in the 
manner that has crept in since 1998. 
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The United States Constitution was written to protect the sovereign 
citizens of the sovereign States from central government tyranny. 

The 10 th Amendment is the key amendment adopted for this purpose 
and the 9 th Amendment puts a permanent crimp and curb on the 
predilections of judges, who nonetheless, continue to violate it with 
seeming impunity. Lately there has been a surge of articles in right 
wing publications telling us that the U.N. Charter is the law of the 
land. One of these appeared in a publication called the “National 
Educator.” I do not subscribe to this paper, but a friend of mine sent 
me a copy of an article in the National Educator, which says that the 
U.N. Charter is the law of the land. 

Let me say unequivocally, the National Educator is 100 percent 
wrong and very disturbing to those who are really trying to under¬ 
stand treaty-making powers in relation to the Constitution. 

The Congressional Record, May 25, 1892 pages 4656-4666: 

Senator Gray: 

Why, Mr. President, a treaty made in pursuance of the Constitution 
of the United States, is no more than a law enacted by Congress. 
(And a law enacted by Congress can be repealed and so can a treaty). 

Continuing, Senator Gray said: 

Do you suppose the executive of the United States is any where 
clothed with authority, expressed or implied, to ignore our dual 
system of government? Do you suppose that its treaty making power, 
so often referred to in terms more or less vague and inexact, has 
been slumbering here all these years as Pandora's box, from which 
it can escape the enemies that are to destroy our institutions between 
local autonomy and imperial government? 

The members of the Security Council of the U.N., other than the U.S. 
delegate, are aliens and the executive pretends to give these aliens 
special powers and privileges over U.S. citizens. 
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To quote Senator Gray again: 

No executive has the power to give peculiar privileges to an alien. 
No President of the United States has ever suggested, nor has the 
Senate ever assented, that a treaty should provide a that a citizen or 
subject of a foreign state should be clothed with a panoply of 
protection denied our own citizens? The utmost limit of a treaty- 
making power is to guarantee equality of right before the law with 
our own citizens . .. 

It is worth noting that the renegade President Wilson granted a U.S. 
passport to the Bolshevik leader, Leon Trotsky, a peculiar privilege 
which was not his to give. This unconstitutional action by Wilson, 
led directly to the Bolshevik Revolution. In the same way the U.S. 
“treaty grants a panoply of protection” to the U.N. Secretary-General 
and gives him that which is denied to our own citizens. Our position 
is the same as that expounded by the late Senator Sam Ervin: 

There is no way under the noonday sun that the U.S. could have 
joined the U.N. 

The enemies within our gates have manipulated the American people 
who by and large do not know the Constitution. They may know the 
articles, and sections and clauses, but they don’t know the profundity 
or the depth of meaning, the complexities of the Constitution, 
because they have not studied the Annals of Congress, 
Congressional Globe and Congressional Record and that is the only 
way one can get to know the Constitution and Bill of Rights. All 
laws in our Republic must be based upon the immutable Constitution 
and not on some flight of fancy or emotional, personal, reason such 
as the Panama Canal treaty, which was passed solely for the benefit 
of David Rockefeller. 

The Constitution cannot be used as part of a treaty as has happened 
so many times before under the misleading tenure of past Socialist 
presidents, not to mention the arch-Socialist in the White House in 
November of 1997. 
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A treaty can only be law if it is properly in consonance with our 
Constitution. A treaty is not the law of the land. It is merely like an 
ordinary domestic law, which can be amended or ended by the will 
of the Congress. In fact any domestic law passed by the Congress is 
superior to a treaty, and no treaty, which is only a temporary law 
anyway, can supplant, interfere with, or in any way change the 
provisions of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 

That is why the Constitution says in Article VI Section 2: 

The Constitution and the laws of the nation which shall be made in 
pursuance thereof. 

The reason why “in pursuance of’ was written into the wording was 
to make certain that all bills, treaties and proposed laws be subjected 
to rigorous constitutional scrutiny to ensure that they are “in 
pursuance of the Constitution.” 

The U.N. treaty was no more debated as to its pursuance of the 
Constitution than was Stalin declared a peace maker, and it is no 
more “in consonance with the Constitution” than Alice going 
through the looking-glass! Since the U.N. treaty is outside of the pale 
and the ken of the Constitution, if we have any men of courage in the 
political process today, they have the most solemn duty to abrogate 
it, forthwith. The only treaty-making exception to this hard and fast 
rule is the American Indian treaty/treaties. All other treaties like 
GATT, NAFTA and U.N. treaties are null and void and of no 
substance. 

The U.N. treaty/agreement is a good example of an imprecisely- 
written document which is of no effect for this reason alone, but 
more so because the treaty/agreement tries to commingle the 
language of the Constitution with the wording of the U.N. treaty. The 
U.S. Constitution’s language is proscribed and forbidden to be 
written into any treaty. This deception was practiced with the U.N. 
treaty/agreement. 

Congressional Record, Senate, February 14, 1879, pages 1305-1306. 
Senator Thurmond speaking: 
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A treaty is a law according to the Constitution and its modifications 
or its abrogation belongs to the department that makes these laws. 
There is no such thing as an indissoluble partnership; there is no 
such thing as an indissoluble treaty. . . 

Senator Thurmond was the greatest expert on the Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights of his time, and he has no equal today in the 
Congress, so he was not just any member of the Senate expounding 
his views. 

Could anything be clearer than that? A treaty can not be, and is not, 
greater than the Constitution. Any legislator who believes and 
practices that a treaty supersedes the Constitution is committing an 
act of treason. A treaty has to be written up with great accuracy and 
precision in order to comply with the requirements of the delegated 
powers of the Federal Government. If an amendment is proposed to 
accept a treaty, as should have been done with the U.N. 
treaty/agreement, then it is imperative that the wording of the 
proposed treaty be precisely related to something already in the 
Constitution. It cannot be about anything new and outside of the 
powers delegated to Congress. 

Congress cannot, without violating the Constitution, confirm accep¬ 
tance of a new treaty which does not comply with the Constitution. 
Certainly the U.N. treaty/agreement does not comply with the 
Constitution in many of its provisions, and because of this, the U.N. 
treaty/agreement is ultra vires. Inasmuch as the Constitution does not 
mention the “United Nations” it is a prohibition of the U.N. 
Moreover, the Constitution does not recognize as sovereign powers 
any body or organization lacking in sovereignty. 

No one can argue that the U.N. has sovereignty, or that it is a 
recognized country thus our government is obliged by this fact alone 
to know that it cannot make treaties with the U.N. Failing in so many 
vital treaty-making powers, the U.N. treaty/agreement should have 
been rejected in 1945. Franklin Roosevelt had no constitutional 
authority to invite the U.N. to come and roost in our national tree. In 
allowing this travesty of justice, Roosevelt violated his oath of office 
and should have been impeached and made to pay the penalty for 
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treason, if found guilty. The U.S. is the only country in the world 
which does not enforce punishment for treason. 

The U.N. presence in the U.S., without a constitutional amendment is 
a heinous crime against the Constitution, the Bill of Rights and the 
laws and government of the people. The Framers of our Constitution 
contemplated, discussed and agreed that the States (the several 
States), their judiciary and their autonomy are fully recognized by 
the Constitution and could not be interfered with or abrogated by any 
legislative, executive or judicial branch of government. The Constitution 
institutionalized these States rights for all time. 

What is not understood by those who place treaties above the 
Constitution is that treaties are subordinated to the 10 th Amendment 
of the States. No country degrades its own institutions. 

The U.N. treaty/agreement was designed to destroy States rights 
above all else and to remove the block complained of by Socialist 
Ramsey McDonald in 1895 after his visit to America. On his return 
to London he told an assembly of Fabian Socialists that the U.S. 
could never be socialized until the States and Federal Constitutions 
were destroyed. In Washington’s Farewell Address, co-authored by 
Thomas Jefferson, Alexander Hamilton and Robert Morris, and 
which took five years to write; Washington set out what the foreign 
policy of the United States was to be, for all times, and when he 
urged the U.S. not to become entangled in foreign alliances, he was 
referring to treaties and agreements with foreign powers as the 
following extracts show: 

... So the passionate attachment of one nation for another produces 
a variety of ills. Sympathy for the favorite nation, facilitating the 
illusion of an imaginary common interest exists, and infusing into 
one enmities of the other, betrays the former into a participation in 
the quarrels and wars of the latter, without adequate inducements or 
justifications. 

It leads to concessions to the favorite nation of privileges denied to 
others which is apt doubly to injure the nation making the 
concessions, by unnecessary parting with what ought to have been 
retained, by exciting jealousy, ill-will, and disposition to retaliate to 
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the parties from whom privileges are withheld; and it gives to 
ambitious, corrupt or deluded citizens who devote themselves to the 
favored nation facility to betray or sacrifice the interests of their own 
country, without odium, sometimes even with popularity, gilding with 
appearance of a virtuous sense of obligation, a commendable 
deference for public opinion, or laudable zeal, for public good, the 
base or foolish compliance of ambition, corruption, or infatuation.. . 

In pages 2273-2297 of the Congressional Record, House, February 
26, 1900, we find a lot of material, which tells us that a treaty is “no 
big deal” to use the modem vernacular. A treaty is merely a law and 
like any other law it can be set aside. 

On page 2290 Justice Mclean says: 

No powers can be exercised by Congress which is prohibited to the 
Constitution or which is contrary to its spirit. 

Certainly, placing the U.N. Charter above the Constitution is 
prohibited by the Constitution and is clearly “contrary to its spirit.” 

There is no greater authority on the Constitution than Thomas 
Jefferson who stated: 

To hold treaty-making powers boundless is to render the 
Constitution a blank piece of paper by Construction. 

In the case of Cherokee Tobacco vs. United States, (11 Wall, page 
616) we find the court said: 

... A treaty cannot change the Constitution, or be held valid if it be 
in violation of that instrument. This results from the nature of the 
fundamental principles of our government. 

No one who reads the U.N. treaty/agreement will contest that in key 
areas it violates the fundamental principles of the Constitution. 

An opinion handed down by Chief Justice Waite in 1887 in the case 
Spies vs. Illinois (123 U.S. 166) includes the following: 
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That the first ten articles of amendments were not intended to limit 
the powers of the State Governments in respect of their own people 
but to operate on the National Government alone, was decided more than a 
half-century ago and that decision has been adhered to ever since. 

Nowhere does the Constitution grant the Senate and the House the 
right to change anything in the Constitution without the assent of all 
of the States. In fact, the Constitution expressly forbids the 
legislature to do anything that would add to or subtract from the 
Constitution until it is assented to the States by a referendum. For 
Congress to make a treaty with any body, organization or country, 
and hold that such a treaty is superior to the Constitution, is an 
attempt to rewrite the Constitution without the consent of the 
sovereigns. We, the People, and is tantamount to treason. 

The legislative power of the Government of the United States can not 
legally and properly be construed and interpreted under international 
law. 

There is nothing in the law of nations to construe the Constitution of 
the United States to warrant the limitations of its powers under 
international law, nor any of its provisions. Neither is there anything 
in the Constitution of the United States to warrant the limitations of 
its power through treaties. 

The operation of the United States Constitution upon its Government 
and the departments thereof cannot be abrogated by any rule of law 
of any other nation or family of nations . . . Therefore the U.N. 
Charter cannot be the law of the land. It is worthwhile repeating what 
Sen. Thurmond said. 

Congressional Record, Senate, February 14, 1879, pages 1305-1306: 

A treaty is a law according to the constitution and its modification or 
abrogation belongs to that department that makes the laws. There is 
no such thing as an indissoluble partnership; there is no such thing 
as an indissoluble treaty. .. 

How then, we might ask, can the U.N. treaty/agreement be superior 
to the Constitution? Can the Constitution and the Bill of Rights be 
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altered by a mere vote by the House and Senate? Of course not! Can 
any provision in the Constitution be cut off by a refusal of the 
Congress to fund it? Of course not! Yet all of the foregoing 
restrictions apply to a treaty, especially to the U.N. treaty/agreement, 
which means that a treaty does not even come close to being coequal 
with our Constitution. The treaty-making powers of the Constitution 
cannot be read in a vacuum or isolated from the rest of the 
Constitution. It has to be interpreted in the light of the whole 
Constitution as to its constitutionality. The unconstitutionality of the 
U.N. treaty/agreement was decided as stated in Vattel’s Law of 
Nations. 

Congressional Record, May 25, 1892, pages 4653-4665: 

Now, without attempting to point out the precise clause in the 
Constitution which it violates, or rather points out the absence of any 
authority in this Constitution of the United States the powers that are 
claimed under it, we must seek and find the grant of the power under 
which proposed action is to be had and not rest upon the mere 
absence of an inhibition (prohibition) of a power. 

When the U.S. Constitution is silent on a power, it is a prohibition of 
that power. Because the U.N. is not expressed or expressly implied 
in the U.S. Constitution and as it is not incidental to or pursuant with 
an existing power already in the Constitution, then it is a prohibition 
of that power. So how did the U.N. treaty/agreement become the law 
of the land? 

Congressional Record, House, October 2, 1893, pages 2027-2031: 

Incidental means something occurring from the existence of a 
principal fact or entity, and such occurrence depending upon the 
existence of the principal fact or entity. Implied means derived from 
and included in some foregoing facts or entities. 

In 1945 the Senate sold the nation a warmed-up version of the stale 
leftovers of the League of Nations treaty, properly rejected by a more 
constitutionally informed, and alert Senate of the 1920s. 
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The parody of the 1945 U.N. debate proves once again what I have 
said many times before; we no longer have a confederated Republic, 
but an authoritarian government run by ultra-liberal Socialists 
operating under mob rule and the Napoleonic Code. 

The Constitution says our government can only make treaties with 
nations demonstrating sovereignty. Where is the sovereignty of the 
U.N., which runs on the principle of democratic (mob) rule as 
rejected by Plato? The House did a better job of debating the U.N. 
treaty/agreement, than the Senate. 

Congressional Record, House, December 18, 1945, page 12284: 

Rep. Smith: ... If only the public really understood the meaning of 
this grandiose scheme to establish a United Nations or organization 
and to make the United States a member of it would never have been 
proposed in the first instance. A vote for this measure is a vote for 
permanent underwriting with the sweat and toil of our people for the 
economies of other so-called member nations of this organization — 
with the blood of our sons and daughters and for the preservation of 
British imperialism. 

The nucleus of this international organization is a military alliance 
between the United States and Great Britain, the rest being mainly 
window dressing. 

Also a vote for this proposal is to give approval to world 
Communism. Why else would it have the full support of all shades of 
Communism everywhere? This strikes at the very heart of the 
Constitution. It provides that the power to declare war shall be taken 
away from the Congress and given to the President. Here is the 
essence of dictatorship; the control over all else must inevitably 
follow. The president is to be given absolute power to at any time he 
elects, and upon any pretext whatsoever, snatch our sons and 
daughters away from their homes to fight in battle (Korea, Vietnam, 
Gulf War, Bosnia) not only for as long as he pleases but as may suit 
the majority of the members of the international organization... 
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The language of the document is a confused, unclear mixture of the 
language of agreements and of treaties, and they cannot be mixed, 
otherwise there is no legal clarity. All legal documents are governed 
by the law of clarity. 

The mixing of language occurred because both the State Department, 
which comes under the Executive branch, and the legislature, tried to 
write wording to avoid treaty language, and what they came up with 
was a document so mixed-up so as to be neither a treaty or 
constitutional law. 

Congressional Record, Senate, July 25, 1945, page 8025: 

That provision must have contemplated some difference between the 
technical term, treaty, as used in the Constitution and the word 
‘agreement’ as used in the U.N. Charter. 

This is what Vattel’s Law of Nations has to say: 

The compacts which have temporary matters for their objects are 
called agreements, conventions and pactions . . . Thus, they cannot 
be called a treaty. 

Congressional Record, Senate, July 25, 1945, pages 8321: 

/ understand the emphasis in article 43 (of the U.N. document) was 
placed on what is termed an agreement. It does not have to be a 
treaty. The language does not refer to a treaty but to an agreement 
and the Congress may agree to legislation as to where our armies 
and navies are sent. A treaty with another is not required in order 
that we may determine where and in what strength our armed forces 
must be sent for any purposes ... 

Senator McClellan made that astonishing, incredible statement. The 
poor man must have been utterly mixed up and deluded. No wonder I 
fault the Senate for allotting only 3 days of debate to the U.N. 
document. The State Department probably didn’t know the meaning 
of the word, “paction” and was all at sea when it wrote the U.N. 
Agreement, for it is not a treaty. 
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In any case, most of the State Department consisted of hard-core 
socialists who were happy about the turn of events. The labeling 
alone of the U.N. agreement as a treaty is enough to void it. 

Congressional Record, July 21, 1898, pages 6308-6312: 

Mr. President, when you come to construe any instrument, be it the 
Constitution, statute, or contract, you construe it with reference to 
the accepted meaning then existing of the term used in it. 

In determining in what sense the word ‘treaty ’ is used in the 
Constitution of the United States we must look to the meaning given 
it in international law (Vattel’s Law of Nations) and between 
civilized nations of the world at the time the Constitution was 
adopted. It is an instrument of that sort; it is impossible to go into 
detail as they were understood at the time when they are placed in 
such an instrument: A treaty is a compact between sovereign states 
just as a contract is a compact between individuals. It is so defined 
in all works on international law and by our statesmen. 

I quote from Glenn’s International Law, Essentials of a Valid Treaty 
on contract between two or more independent states: 

a Capacity of the parties to contract 
B Duly empowered agents to act on behalf of other states 
■ Freedom of consent 

* The object of the contract to be in conformity to law. 

(In this case, the U.S. Constitution-JC) 

The U.N. is not a sovereign nation and meets none of the criteria for a 
sovereign nation; it has no land; no borders; no laws to keep out illegal 
aliens; no stable government obtaining revenue from a stable popu¬ 
lation; no de jure government. 

The U.N. treaty/agreement fails most miserably under the foregoing 
rules for a constitutional treaty. Let us now examine the above- 
mentioned conditions necessary for a valid treaty to be concluded: 
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A) One party -- the U.N. has no capacity to contract 

The U.N. document is by this definition unconstitutional, and the 
legislative, executive or judicial departments of the U.S. government 
have no authority to make a compact based on an unconstitutional 
document. 

In any case, if the U.N. document were a treaty, then it would have 
required one or possibly two amendments to the U.S. Constitution, 
which would have had to be submitted to the States for ratification. 
This was never done. It is most probably for this reason that the 
Communists in the State Department wanted the document to be 
called an “agreement” and why they hesitated to call it a treaty. Any 
treaty, which involves war-making powers of the Congress being 
delegated to some other entity, in this case the U.N. must be ignored 
by the House and Senate. The Constitution does not allow the State 
Department to declare war. 

This is very important to bear in mind and the same holds good for 
any and all unelected officials in any Federal government 
department. Only the House and Senate in joint session can declare 
war. 


Had the Senate been constitutionally well-educated, the Vietnam 
War could not have been started, or at least it would have come to an 
abrupt halt because it could not be funded. The Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution was an unconstitutional declaration of war drawn up by 
the State Department, in a most flagrant violation of the separation of 
powers vested in the Constitution. President Johnson knew he could 
not have the White House write it up, so slyly, he handed the job to 
the State Department. Those in the State Department who were 
responsible for this gross violation of the Constitution should have 
been charged with treason and when found guilty, they should have 
been hanged. Only two Senators recognized that the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution was a declaration of war. The U.N. document should not 
even have been considered by Senate because the U.N. lacked 
sovereignty and the Constitution has no provision for dealing with 
foreign bodies or entities lacking in full sovereignty. 
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Our Constitution says the U.S. can only conclude treaties with 
nations, not with the world at large and what is the U.N. if not the 
world at large? 

B) Capacity of the parties to contract 

As previously stated the State Department and the White House have 
no capacity (authority) to negotiate contract/agreement/treaties. More 
than that, the question of a violation of the oath of office has to be 
considered here, because by negotiating the U.N. document, the 
Constitution was violated and those who violate the Constitution are 
ruled incompetent and cannot be parties to a contract. They are either 
mentally ill or criminals, or both, who have a committed a crime and 
as far as I am aware, criminals cannot make a valid contract nor can 
a contract be valid where the intent is to subvert the law of the land, 
i.e., the United States Constitution. 

C) Freedom of Consent 

One party to a contract cannot sign it if he does not know and under¬ 
stand it. Clearly, ninety-eight of the senators did not know and 
understand what was in the U.N. document. It would have taken the 
senators eighteen months to do so. John Foster Dulles 
misrepresented the terms of the contract. Misrepresentation in a 
contract by one party renders it null and void, and Dulles, the master 
liar, did exactly that; he misrepresented the content of the U.N. 
document to the Senators. The real sovereigns of this nation are We, 
the People. We did not get the chance to examine the U.N. contract, 
because it was not submitted to the States in a form of an amendment 
to the Constitution as mandated by the Constitution. Instead, 
arbitrary power was used to ram it through the Senate and the 
exercise of arbitrary power is forbidden by the Constitution as 
unconstitutional, especially so when the object is to deceive. 

D) The contract must be in conformity with the Law 

What law are we talking about here? Obviously, the law of the 
United States Constitution for We, the People, the sovereigns, are not 
bound to obey any other law. We also comply with the provisions 
contained in Vattel’s Law Of Nations in matters of international law. 
Does the U.N. documents conform to the U.S. Constitution? 
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Does it comply with international law as stated in Vattel’s Law of 
Nations ? I have already explained that in key areas, the U.N. contract 
grossly violates the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, to talk about the 
U.N. treaty/agreements being the law of the land is absurd. No one 
who has studied the Annals of Congress, the Congressional Globe 
and Congressional Record even for the barest minimum of a few 
years would ever publish such profound error. The Constitution does 
not permit U.S. membership of a world body that purports to be 
above the U.S. Constitution, so the U.N. treaty/agreement is of no 
effect and no U.S. citizen need obey its provisions. 

No POWERS CAN BE EXERCISED BY THE CONGRESS 
WHICH ARE PROHIBITED BY THE CONSTITUTION OR WHICH 
ARE CONTRARY TO ITS SPIRIT. 

Placing the U.N. treaty/agreement above the Constitution is certainly 
pernicious to the Constitution and “contrary to its spirit.” 

In Cherokee Tobacco vs. The United States — 11 Wall page 616 -- 
the court said: 

... A treaty cannot change the Constitution or be held valid if in vio¬ 
lation of that instrument. This results from the nature of the 
fundamental principles of our government. .. 

Very important information in treaty-making powers is found in the 
Congressional Record, May 16, 1922, pages 7069-7079, and 
although it refers to the League of Nations, the principle remains 
exactly the same when applied to the U.N., which in any case, drew 
much of its content from the old, defunct League. 

A shorter and equally good reference on treaty making powers is 
found in the Congressional Record, July 21, 1919 pages 2916-2918: 

... In their final and deliberate judgment, one of the most important 
features of this covenant was that our country should be 
distinguished from other nations in its refusal to concentrate in one 
man exclusively power over foreign relations of the Government and 
especially over the issues of peace and war... 
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Another aspect seldom mentioned is that the U.N. treaty/agreement 
violates States rights and it is my contention that the U.N. was set up 
to do just that. The important case of Patsome vs. Penn, commented 
upon by Justice McKenna says among other things: 

... In other words, as the ruling was given point by the special 
power of the State over the subject matter, then clearly rights 
claimed under a treaty against such power of the Senate are void 
and if void they are void because State power which collides with 
treaty power is superior to it. State laws annulling treaties are 
generally those of the police powers of the State; health, education 
and police protection. (The 10 th Amendment) 

Forcing our military personnel to wear the uniform of the U.N. and 
take an oath to serve under U.N. command is unconstitutional. 

It would take two constitutional amendments before our soldiers 
could take an oath to serve the U.N. Until that happens, any 
American soldier who serves under a U.N. command is in violation 
of the Constitution. 

All the powers of the Federal Government are contained in the 
delegated powers. Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1-18. 

This is fixed in stone for all time. Nowhere in these powers is it 
stated that a treaty can change the U.S. Constitution. 
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CHAPTER 1 2 

THE SECOND AMENDMENT GUARANTEES CITIZENS THE 
RIGHT TO KEEP AND BEAR ARMS 


1 he latest attacks on the right to bear arms attempts to equate 

guns, especially hand guns, with crime, a theme constantly being 
promoted via TV “news” items and by the jackals of the press also. 
Linking the word “crime” to guns is knavery, as nowhere in the 
Constitution is “crime” associated with the 2 nd Amendment. For 
crime to be linked to guns would take a constitutional amendment 
specifically stating that guns cause crime. The opponents of the right 
to bear arms want the public to believe, that crime will diminish if 
guns are removed from private ownership. Finland is only second to 
the U.S. in private gun ownership yet guns used in commission of 
crimes in unknown in Finland. The word, “crime” appears only once 
in the Constitution and it is found in the Bill of Rights, Article 7, 
which has to do with “suits in common law” and nothing to do with 
the 2 nd Amendment. 

The constitutional anarchists would have us believe that crime is 
mentioned all over the Constitution, and in this they are succeeding, 
the problem being that the vast majority of the American people, 
don’t know their Constitution, and are thus, ripe for subjugation. 
Today, we have abysmally ignorant justices and judges in the courts 
handing down vacuous, puerile, infantile interpretations of the 
Constitution. They are an ever-present danger to our freedom, 
because quite apart from being constitutional ignoramuses, they lack 
judicial restraint and are in awe of their own predilections. 

They constantly violate the 2 nd Amendment when they rule in favor 
of gun control laws. The 2 nd Amendment was won in heated debate 
by some of the greatest patriotic statesmen ever produced by the 
United States. 
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Samuel Evans:. . . The Constitution shall never be construed to pre¬ 
vent the people of the United States from keeping their arms. 

Note — the people and their arms, which is interchangeable with 
citizens as they mean one and the same thing. 

The Founding Fathers were highly educated men with a near-perfect 
command of the English language, avid readers of history and 
prolific writers and they were clear and explicit on the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms. Note also, that the right to keep and 
bear arms is a personal right and Evans confirmed it by saying “from 
keeping their arms.” 

Patrick Henry: Guard with jealous attention the public liberty. 
Suspect every man who approaches that jewel. Unfortunately 
nothing will preserve it but downright force. Whenever you give up 
that force, you are ruined . . . The great object is that every man be 
armed, everyone who is able may have a gun. 

Thomas Jefferson: No free man shall ever be debarred from the use 
of arms. 

George Mason: They (the militia) now consist of the whole people, 
except a few public officers. 

Zachary Johnson: The people are not to be disarmed of their 
weapons. They are left in full possession of them. . . 

James Madison: Besides the advantage of being armed, which the 
Americans possess over the people of almost every other nation, the 
existence of subordinate governments, to which the people are 
attached and by which militia officers are appointed, forms a barrier 
against the enterprise of ambition, more insurmountable than any 
which a simple government of any form can admit to. 

There was no talk of duck hunting or sporting rifles. The right to 
bear arms was clearly enunciated as a personal right, a check upon 
tyrannical government, plain and simple. Introducing language not in 
the Constitution, such as “assault rifles,” “junk guns” and “Saturday 
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night specials” was an attempt to promote a course of action that 
would rob the people of their right to keep and bear arms. 

Fisher Ames: The rights of conscience, of bearing arms, of changing 
government are declared to be inherent in the people. 

Note the juxtaposition of “arms” and “changing government.” The 
Founding Fathers did not believe the primary purpose of their guns 
was to hunt ducks, but to keep government in line within the bounds 
of the Constitution. The Founding Fathers said that armed citizens 
are a bulwark against a tyrant in the White House. 

St. George Tucker: This may be considered the palladium of liberty 
. . . The right of self defense is the first law of nature: in most 
governments it had been the study of the rulers to keep this right 
within its narrowest limits possible. Wherever standing armies are 
kept, the right of the people, liberty, if not already annihilated is on 
the brink of destruction. 

St. George Tucker also warned against ex post facto laws and bill of 
attainder laws, which would threaten the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms: They (ex post facto laws and bill of attainder laws) 
are state-engines of oppression in the last resort .. . 

Note the following: A well-regulated Militia being necessary for the 
security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms 
shall not be abridged. The very language of the 2 nd Amendment 
speaks of the “right of the people” and the 1 st Amendment and the 4 ,h 
Amendment use the language, “the right of the people.” 

In fact, the entire Bill of Rights is addressed to the people-citizens of 
the States, not to the Federal Government, and the 10 th Amendment 
makes the distinction between the people and the Federal 
government even sharper: 

The powers not delegated to the United States (singular) by the 
Constitution are reserved for the States (plural) respectively or to 
the people. 
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The term “well regulated” does not mean regulated by government, 
but means “well-equipped and supplied.” 

Nowhere is it expressed or expressly implied or incidental to another 
power that the Federal Government, the Congress, the president, the 
States, local government, municipalities or town boards can abolish, 
usurp or infringe upon, alter, amend, abridge the right of the people- 
citizens-freemen-militia to keep and bear arms as guaranteed by the 
2 nd Amendment. It is a personal right. 

Legislators at every level, which includes town councils, State 
assemblies and the Federal government, have no constitutional right 
to categorize guns under the Interstate Commerce clause, from which 
the Founding Fathers specifically exempted firearms as the private 
property of citizens. Trying to separate the rights of We, the People, 
from the right to keep and bear arms is nothing but venal, puerile, 
ingenious mendacity, quackery, specious, sagacious, nefarious 
double speak. Anarchists try to isolate the 2 nd Amendment from the 
balance of the Constitution, which was the standard approach by 
judges such as Warren Burger and his fellow constitutional 
miscreant, Brennan, both of whom should have been impeached for 
violating the 9 th Amendment. 

It is the duty of every American citizen to read The Right of the 
American People to Keep and Bear Arms, pages 3578-3589, 
Congressional Record, May 28, 1978, where it is confirmed what 
was perfectly settled by the Constitution: 

As late as 1809, John Randolph expressed in these words the same 
dread Washington had of a standing army: 

/ believe that the people of the United States are not content and 
would never be content to see a standing army well equipped, armed 
and disciplined, while our Militia, our defense against internal 
enemies and external enemies (of the States) remained unarmed and 
defenseless . . . The people, who will consent to remain unarmed 
while arms are put in the hands of a standing army governed by 
martial law, are ripe for a master. 
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What the Federal government, the courts and local government bod¬ 
ies try to do is insert clauses between the 1 st and 10 th Amendments 
and this cannot be done - however well-disguised such attempts 
may be. 

The 9 th Amendment is part of the Constitution adopted precisely to 
prevent such attempts to amend the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights through unlawful predilections of officials and judges alike, 
including officials who serve on municipal boards, county councils, 
mayors and so forth. The Constitution cannot be twisted and 
squeezed to fit anti-gun legislation nor can the 2nd Amendment be 
isolated from the whole Constitution. 

St. George Tucker in his book, Blackstone's Commentaries, Views 
of the Constitution, page 315 states: 

The Congress of the United States possesses no power to regulate, or 
interfere with the domestic concerns of any State, it belongs to them 
(the States) to establish any rules respecting the rights of property, 
nor will the Constitution permit any prohibition of arms to the 
people. Or peaceful assemblies by them for whatever purpose, and in 
any number, whatsoever they may see occasion. 

And this applies with equal force to State legislators and local town 
councils etc. The 14 th Amendment does not negate property rights 
and personal rights, and note that its framers did not try to apply it to 
the right to keep and bear arms, as Congress in itself has no power to 
alter the Constitution. 

Chief Justice John Marshall: 

The enumeration of certain rights shall not be construed to deny or 
disparage others retained by the people. 

An attack on the 2 nd Amendment is an attack on the whole 
Constitution. Supreme Court justices. Congressmen, town council 
members; this work puts you on notice that you may not make laws 
to suit your political liking. You’ve got to obey the Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights. There is no exception to this rule. 
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The first rule of law in our Republic is worth stating again, and 
again: The U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights cannot be 
compromised nor can any clauses be separated out from the rest of 
the Constitution. This was done to thwart tyrannical government. 
Note that the Oregon State Constitution in Art. 1, Section 27 says 
what the majority of State constitutions say: 

The people shall have the right to bear arms for the defence of 
themselves (note English spelling of defense) and the State, but the 
Military shall be kept in strict subordination of civil power. 

That is why the Founding Fathers instituted State militias, organized 
and unorganized. Then, as now, the people have good reason to 
mistrust a standing army under Federal government (centralized) 
control. The destruction of life and property at Waco (termed as a 
“mistake”) is a grim reminder of what can and will happen. The 2 nd 
Amendment is immutable, and cannot be compromised nor 
separated from the whole Constitution. 

Article 1, Section 9, Part 3: 

No bill of attainder or ex post facto law shall be passed. 

St. George Tucker warned about violating ex post facto law and bill 
of attainder, which he described as “State engines of oppression in 
the last resort.” On this ground alone, all gun control measures 
should have be declared dead on arrival. Congressional Globe, 
January 4, 1867, pages 279-283. Calder vs. Hall, Judge J. Chase 
discusses the question, what is an ex post facto law: 

Literally it is only that a law shall not be passed concerning an after 
the fact or things done or action committed ... I will state what laws 
I consider ex post facto within the words and intent of the 
prohibition: 

■ Every law that makes an action done before the passing of 
the law, and which innocent when done, criminal, and 
punishes such action. 
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■ Every law that aggravated the crime, or making it greater 
when it as committed. 

• Every law that changes the punishment and inflicts greater 
punishment than the law annexed to the crime when 
committed. 

■ Every law that alters the legal rules of evidence and receives 
a different testimony at the time than that the law required at 
the time of the commission of the offense (English spelling) 
in order to convict the offender. 

What is a bill of attainder? Quoting from the Congressional Record, 
February 16, 1882, pages 1195-1200: 

If the punishment is less than death, the act is termed a bill of pains and 
penalties. Within the meaning of the Constitution, bills of attainder 
include bills of pains and penalties. In these cases the legislative body, 
in addition to its legitimate functions, exercises the power of office of 
judge; it assumes, in the language of the text books, judicial magistracy; 
it pronounces upon the guilt of the party without any forms of safe¬ 
guards of trial; it determines the sufficiency of proofs produced, whether 
conformable to the rules of evidence or otherwise; fixes the degree of 
punishment in accordance with its own notions of the enormity of the 
offense. 

Bills of attainder and ex post facto law are prohibited by the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights, no matter what the force of 
circumstances may be. Congressional Record, House, March 28, 
1904, pages 3898-3906, on Judge Cooley’s Constitutional 
Limitations, page 706: 

In the American constitutional system the power to establish the 
ordinary regulations of police (municipal) regulations has been left 
with the States and cannot be taken away from them, either wholly, 
or in part, and exercised under legislation of Congress. Neither can 
the national Government through any of its departments or officers, 
assume any supervision of the police regulations of the States. 
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CHAPTER 1 3 

FURTHERING A ONE WORLD - NEW WORLD ORDER. 

THROUGH WARS AND TREATIES 

I here is ample evidence that the First World War began in the mind 

of Lord Grey, Britain’s Foreign Secretary, as a solution to end 
Germany’s trade superiority. Britain had always lived by exports and 
Germany was taking over many former British markets, and more 
especially, it was becoming a threat to British oil supplies in the Middle 
East. Lord Grey knew that if Britain started getting the worst of it in the 
war they were contemplating, the United States could always be called 
upon to pull their chestnuts out of the fire. With this in mind, Woodrow 
Wilson was chosen by the Royal Institute for International Affairs 
(REA) to become their man for the Oval Office. We get so bogged 
down in history that we lose sight of the main objectives of any war, 
always a far cry from the stated causes. Just so with WWI and WWII, 
both instigated by Britain. On November 5, 1913, Wilson was elected 
President of the United States. His first act was to call for a joint session 
of the Congress in which he strongly attacked America’s Custom tariffs 
and trade policies (which Lincoln, Garfield and McKinley were 
assassinated for upholding), and he called for a new round of “free 
trade” to be imposed on an innocent, unsuspecting American people. 

“Free trade” had long been a policy of Britain to dump its exports on 
the American domestic market. Next on the RIIA’s agenda was to 
use President Wilson to force the 16 th Amendment (Marxist doctrine 
of graduated income tax) and the Federal Reserve Act through the 
Congress. Both were vital cogs in the machinery for WWI, then 
being planned. Having failed in their objective to curb German trade 
domination of Europe with WWI; the British oligarchy decided to 
have a second go around — and so in 1921 they attempted to lay the 
foundation of the Second World War by establishing the League of 
Nations, a Fabian Socialist concept upon which the U.N. 
treaty/agreement is founded. But unlike in 1945 when senators who 
were outclassed by Dulles and the cast of Socialists under the 


113 



Dr. John Coleman 


direction of Roosevelt, plus pressures from the jackal press, the 
senators in 1919-1921 knew that the League “treaty” was pernicious 
to the U.S. Constitution and they refused to ratify it. It was left to 
Franklin Roosevelt, a former member of the international bankers, to 
carry out the agenda for the International Bankers Association. The 
RILA’s choice of Roosevelt as their man to ram through the One 
World Government-New World Order-U.N. treaty was a particularly 
favorable one. I hope that by now the American people realize that 
they do not elect their presidents; the choice of candidates is the 
work of the Committee of 300, not the people. 

(For further reference to this all powerful body see The Committee of 
300 book by Dr. Coleman) 

The League of Nations was formed to lead the U.S. into WWI1, but 
the traitors in the House and Senate were overruled by those who 
knew the Constitution and saw through the aims and objects of the 
treaty But, as we know our enemy never gives up and will come 
back, year after year with the same proposal, sometimes thinly 
disguised, like the United Nations, meant to be the chosen instrument 
for the One World Government-New World Order. Small brush wars 
are instigated and it is out of these wars that the international bankers 
make billions of dollars off the backs of U.S. taxpayers. Treaties 
such as NAFTA, GATT, Club of Rome and NATO are guaranteed to 
lead eventually to bigger and better (for our controllers) wars and the 
U.N. is the prime vehicle that guarantees future world conflicts to 
implement Socialism and eventually. Communism in the shape of a 
One World Government. The cunning of the U.N. treaty/agreement 
is that appears it as if the U.N. was established to stop future wars, 
when in fact its goal is the exact opposite. If the American people 
are to save themselves, then they must demand of Congress that the 
U.N. treaty/agreement be abrogated, forthwith. A far cry from being 
“the law of the land,” the U.N. and all treaties can be abrogated by 
Congress just like any other law. They are only ordinary laws. The 
Second World War was at least ten years in the planning stage and 
one of the key parts of the plan was that in the aftermath of the war, a 
supreme body, the United Nations would be set up that would 
control all nations, and particularly, the United States. 
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CHAPTER 14 

LEGAL FICTION, A PRETENSE OF LAW: 
THE 13 th , 1 4 th AND 1 5 th AMENDMENTS 


/\i the outset I intend to prove that these three amendments are not 

now, and nor were they ever part of the U.S. Constitution. Congress 
sold the American people a false bill of goods by “ratifying” instead 
of enacting legislation. The ratification process is vested in the 
States. The three Amendments are what can be best described as 
“Legal Fiction.” Possibly the best definition of the sovereign citizen 
was given by Judge Roger Taney, whose knowledge of the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights was widely respected. 

Congressional Record , House, February 26, 1900: 

Speaking of sovereignty, the learned Judge Taney said: The words, 
people of the United States, and citizens are synonymous terms and 
mean the same thing. They both describe the political body who 
according to our republican institutions (note, he never said “demo¬ 
cratic” institutions - JC) form the sovereignty and who hold the 
power and conduct the sovereignty through their representatives 
(mainly in the House). They are what we familiarly call ‘the 
sovereign people’ and every citizen is of these people and a 
constituent member of this sovereignty. 

Thus, We, the People wield all power vested in us by the Framers of 
the Constitution. We are the rulers of the United States, not the 
government. We demonstrated this truth at the time of the forming of 
the covenant when we delegated the narrowest of powers to the 
Federal Government (Sec. 8, Art. 1, Clauses 1-18), from which 
government cannot subtract or add anything. Most of the members of 
Congress have no idea just how much their powers are circumscribed 
and hedged, and for this reason they get their legislative aides to 
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write bills that are thoroughly unconstitutional and a real mess. 
Then, there are the Socialists who think they have the power to do 
away with the anything in the Constitution and the Bill of rights they 
do not like. The people almost lost their sovereignty through passage 
of the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments. “Legal fiction” is the best way 
to describe the adoption of the 13 lh Amendment in December 1865 
that purported to give to Congress “the power to enforce the article 
by appropriate legislation.” 

The term “appropriate legislation” removed the venue from Article 
III courts and gave control to Congress. In other words the 13th 
Amendment made legislators and judges out of the Congress. The 
Constitution, as well as International law, recognizes that the 
judiciary cannot make laws any more than lawmakers can act as 
judges. President Johnson vetoed the Civil Rights bill, but for the 
first time in American history, the Radical Republicans overrode a 
Presidential veto. What did President Johnson object to? 

I repeat my willingness to join in any plan within our Constitution 
which promises to better the Negroes in the South, improving their 
morals, and giving protection to all of their rights as freemen. But 
the transfer of our political heritage to them, would, in my opinion, 
be an abandonment of a duty we owe alike to the memory of our 
fathers and the rights of our children. 

No doubt President Johnson would have been called a “racist” today 
and vilified all over the nation, but the cardinal issue was then, and is 
now, what did the Constitution say about the issue? Article 1, Clause 
3 of the Constitution declared slaves could not be citizens, so 
Congress first “ratified,” instead of enacting the 13 th Amendment, 
which ended slavery and then in the second stage of the Radical 
Republican’s plan, purported to give citizenship to the Negroes 
through the bogus, fraudulent Civil Rights, but it did not give them 
the right to vote. So where did the right to vote come from? 

The Civil Rights Act gave rise to a Constitutional contradiction and 
brought Congress into conflict with State Constitutions. Congress 
tried to hold that the Civil Rights Act was what it called “appropriate 
legislation,” but only in the Southern States. 
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Two years later proof that the Civil Rights Act was unlawful came 
with the 14 th Amendment, which did precisely the same thing; it 
purported to give citizenship to the Negroes. Since the appropriate 
legislation was based on the unlawful 13 th Amendment, it followed 
that the appropriate legislation was also unlawful. The Radical 
Republicans in Congress tried to display their power over the 
Southern States, but only as long as they carried on with the pretense 
that the Southern States were not States. History experts have tried to 
explain what the Congress was trying to do with passage of the 13 lh 
and 14 th Amendments 

■ Congress was claimed to have made all men equal and 
that it was the champion of the Negro. 

■ Having destroyed the U.S. Constitution, Congress did not 
want to give full Constitutional Rights to a newly created 
citizen so it chose to make a second class citizen, below 
that held by White citizens. 

■ But Congress baulked at giving Constitutional rights to 
any new citizens choosing instead to create a second-class 
citizenship for the Negroes. 

What actually did “Civil Rights” mean? In any other country it 
would mean the “Rights of Citizens.” A study of the term in 
dictionaries makes a distinction in the American legal vocabulary: 
“Rights of Citizens” and “Civil Rights.” In the prestigious Black’s 
Law Library we find an American distinction. There is a “legally 
distinct” class of citizenship from which all “Civil Rights” flow: 

Civil Rights (Rights of Citizens): 

Also a term applied in certain secured citizens of the United States 
by the 13 th , 14 th and 15 lh Amendments to the Constitution by various 
acts of Congress made in pursuance thereof 

The important thing to note that the class of citizenship created 
by the three Amendments is not in pursuance of or in 
consonance with the U.S. Constitution and so they have no 
validity, because it is actually “Congressional Citizenship.” 


117 



Dr. John Coleman 


Negro Rights that can be blown away by the winds of political 
change are not rights at all. The Freedman’s Bureau was a device to 
give authority for the protection of “refuges” i.e. freed slaves 
wherever they went. Let us suppose that a freed slave who went to 
Michigan was mistreated, he would come under military jurisdiction, 
in essence a legal trick to impose “Article 1” jurisdiction over all of 
the States. This of course flew in the face of the landmark Milligan 
decision by the Supreme Court that while the civil courts were 
functioning, military tribunals cannot be conducted. No matter where 
the Negro went he would henceforth have the protection of Congress 
through “appropriate” (unconstitutional) legislation. In more recent 
times we saw this come up with 1954 Supreme Court ruling of 
Brown vs. Board of Education and the 1964 Civil Rights Act, when 
the Federal Government violated the 10 ,h Amendment and forced 
“integration” on the local schools in effect centralizing education 
forbidden by State Constitutions and the U.S. Constitution. 

But it did not stop there. In 1968 Federal Government control was 
extended with the “equal opportunity and equal employment” so- 
called legislation, in gross violation of the 10 lh Amendment and 
something it did not have before 1861. In April 1866 the Congress 
created the so-called “Civil Rights Act.” Although unconstitutional it 
nevertheless had the force of law and established a second class of 
citizenship requiring perpetual ongoing protection for the Negroes, 
which added up to more military legislation in spite of the civil 
courts being open and in spite of the landmark Milligan case to the 
contrary. 

To summarize: Congress created “Legal Fiction,” a pretense of law, 
through the 13 th Amendment and then gave itself alleged jurisdiction 
over Negroes with the Civil Rights thus unconstitutionally creating a 
citizenry for themselves (Legal Fiction) and empowered itself 
through military tribunals and the new Civil Rights of the Negro in 
the South. 

But worse; Legal Fiction was to follow when Negro Civil Rights was 
classed as superior to the Constitutional Rights of the Southern 
Whites. The intent and purpose of this Legal Fiction became clear 
when and wherever the Negro was denied any Right that White 
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Southern persons had, the Army could try, convict and hand out the 
appropriate punishment even though the civil courts were open. Far 
from being the protector of the Negro, Congress went on pretending 
it had given the Negro Constitutional Rights, which was absolutely 
not the case. 

One can only sympathize with the Negro. The bottom line was that 
through the Freedman’s Bureau, military jurisdiction was extended 
to cover the special second class citizen and anyone and everyone 
who came in contact with their special class of people. It was no 
more than Legal Fiction, but still had the force of law. Congress 
purported to take away sovereignty from White Southerners. Should 
We, the People, lose our sovereignty, we would then lose our liberty 
also, as sovereignty would then reside with the Federal Government 
acting with the power of a king. 

A very important case about sovereignty was Dick Wo vs. Hopkins 
(118 U.S. 356, 369): 

When we consider the nature and theory of our institutions of gov¬ 
ernment, the principles upon which they are supposed to rest, and to 
review the history of their development, we are constrained to 
conclude that they do not mean to leave room for the play and action 
of purely personal and arbitrary power. Sovereignty itself is, of 
course, not subject to law, for it is the author of the law and the 
source of law, but in our system, while sovereign powers are 
delegated to agencies of government, sovereignty itself remains with 
the people by whom and for whom all government exists and acts. 
And the law is the definition and limitation of power. .. 

Congressional Record, Senate, December 19, 1898, page 288: 

As a nation the United States is sovereign. Sovereignty and nation¬ 
ality are correlative terms. There can be no nationality without 
sovereignty and there can be no sovereignty without nationality. As 
to every matter the United States as a nation possesses sovereign 
power, except where it has been reserved to the states and the 
people. 
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The Cumberland road debate found in the Congressional Record 
tells us a great deal more: 

. . . The history of the world affords no such example of two separate 
and independent governments each established over the same 
people, nor can it exist in governments not founded on the 
sovereignty of the people. In monarchies and other governments not 
representative there can be no such division of power. The 
government is inherent in the possessor it is his and cannot be taken 
away from him without a revolution. In such governments alliances 
and leagues alone are practicable, but with us, individuals count for 
nothing) in the office they hold; that is why they have no right to 
them. They hold them as representatives by appointment from the 
people which sovereignty is exclusively vested. 

This does not authorize any president to issue “Executive Orders” 
(proclamations), for such proclamations take power away from the 
people and place it with would-be tyrants. The U.S. flag is also part 
of sovereignty of the nation, which is much misunderstood, as the 
Flag Debate shows. The Republican Party committed acts of treason 
when it forced the 13 th , 14 lh and 15 th Amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution upon the nation and they remain Legal Fiction 
perpetrated upon the States. 

Had the Republicans not replaced the leaders of the South with 
puppets in the State legislatures, these amendments might have been 
properly enacted instead of being “ratified” (except for the 3 rd 
section of the 14 th Amendment that would have been excised) and we 
would never have the Legal Fiction, the pretense of law of these 
three amendments nor the Legal Fiction of Reconstruction, Civil 
Rights and Voting Rights upon which they are based. In these 
amendments the judiciary read everything under the sun into them 
when in fact States constitutions had already given a great deal of 
what was in these amendments. 

The 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments are tabla raza, mere scribbling 
pads of worthless paper. The Reconstruction legislation would never 
have been passed, but for blackmail by the Radical Republicans and 
especially the undue immoral and illegal pressure exerted by Salmon 
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B. Chase. The Congressional Record of January 1873 tells that there 
was a coalition of extreme radicals in the Republican Party who 
worked very hard to cover up the facts that the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th 
Amendments were Legal Fiction, a pretense of law, which remains 
the case to this very day. Remember, that the Civil War was a 
political war and Reconstruction legislation was taken entirely from 
European history. 

Congressional Globe, May 17, 1870, pages 3509-3521: 

Enforcement of the 15 th Amendment: What did Austria make of her 
pains and penalties and disabilities in Hungary? Nothing but smoth¬ 
ered rebellion, nothing but out-breaking revolution . .. 

Congressional Globe, December 15, 1870, pages 131-142: 

President Lincoln notified Congress that his approval was not nec¬ 
essary to the resolution submitting to the States the articles of 
amendments and the 13 th , 14 th and 15' h Amendments were not sent to 
the President for his approval. 

The basis of all Civil Rights is the 14 th Amendment, which was never 
enacted or ratified by several of the States, and is thus, null and void, 
lawless, revolutionary and incumbent upon no one to obey, if the 
Constitution is to be held the supreme law of the land. 

The 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments are not part of the Constitution, 
being sophistry, mendacity, pretense of law. Legal Fiction, a pretense 
of law. The Supreme Court keeps up this mockery by mis¬ 
representation to the people, with our Representatives in both Houses 
of Congress, cynically perpetuating the falsehood, instead of 
renouncing it. Reconstruction legislation was totally bogus. One of 
the recognized constitutionalists of the 19 th century was Sen. 
Thurmond of Ohio. His speech on the chicanery, pretense of law and 
Legal Fiction of the 14 th Amendment is found in the Congressional 
Record, February 26, 1792, pages 1795-1797: 

. . . There is not one word in this action of the 14th Amendment that 
has any relation to race, color or previous condition of servitude; 
but the senator goes out of his way to clear outside of that, and 
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finding some evil as he supposes existing in the country, undertakes 
by the exhibition of evil to change the fundamental law of the land. If 
we were to argue that way, where would the Constitution of the U.S. 
be? Sir, there are other evils in this country besides those he depicts. 
There are other people who suffer besides the colored races. .. 

Sen. Thurmond was explaining that the 14 th Amendment was sup¬ 
posed to make all persons “equal under the law,” but it seemed to 
him that the Negro was to receive preference. Of course he was 
absolutely right. The 14 th Amendment did not add anything new to 
the Constitution, and even if had been properly enacted, and then 
ratified by all the States, which it was not; it would remain Legal 
Fiction to this day. 

The great St. George Tucker is clear about the purposes and intent of 
the three Legal Fiction amendments, that being to wreck States rights 
and defeat what George Washington said was the Confederated 
Republics of the United States: 

The Constitution of the United States, then being the instrument by 
which the federal government hath been created; its powers defined 
and limited and its duties, and functions of its departments 
prescribed; the government, thus established may be a confederated 
republic, composed of several independent, and sovereign 
democratic states, united for their common defense against foreign 
nations, and for the purpose of harmony, and mutual intercourse 
between each other; each state retaining an entire liberty of 
exercising as it thinks proper, all those parts of its sovereignty, 
which are not mentioned in the Constitution, or act of union as parts 
that ought to be exercised in common. It is the law of the land. 

This law of the land was what the Radical Republicans sought to 
overturn with their Legal Fiction pretense of law the 13 th , 14 th and 
15 th Amendments and nowhere more so than with their so-called 
Civil Rights legislation. The 14 th Amendment was “ratified” by the 
Congress and not enacted. One of the biggest fallacies abroad today, 
and I hear it so many times, is so-called “Civil Rights.” Lawyers 
make the same mistake not to mention the Supreme Court. Almost to 
a man they say that the first section of the 14 th Amendment gives 
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“equal protection of the law” based on race. There is not one word 
about race in this section, which is indirect and generally true of all 
parts of the Constitution, which is in itself an indirect instrument. 

Bear in mind that the 14 th Amendment was not written by the 
Congress, but was drawn up in secret by a select group of radical 
Republicans in the House and Senate that included the principal 
enemy of the South, Thaddeus Stevens, and written by one of its 
members, Salmon B. Chase. Stevens’ input was carefully noted by 
the secret committee and is very apparent in the third section of this 
amendment, the longest and most unconstitutional of all of its 
sections and that alone makes it no law at all. Stevens was a bitter 
enemy of the Democrats of the eleven secessionist States. A man 
with a venomous tongue, he knew full-well the political superiority 
of the Democrats of the South, and he hated the fact that their sons 
were better educated than the sons of the Northern States, by virtue 
of having attended prestigious schools and universities in Europe. 
He also hated the fact that the South had a far better economy than 
the North. 

Stevens connected Southern superiority with the issue of slavery, 
claiming slavery had made it financially possible for the sons of the 
South to have a better education than their Northern counterparts. 
Not only did Stevens want the South to be humiliated; he wanted to 
make sure that the secessionist states were stripped of their States 
rights, which were retained by the States as a condition of joining at 
the time of the Union, alongside of the Federal Government’s 
guarantee that each State would have a Republican form of 
government. What Stevens wanted the 14 th Amendment to mean is 
found in his speech in the Congressional Record , House, January 25, 
1922, pages 1723-1729: 

The Constitution limits only the actions of Congress to correct unjust 
legislation of the States. This amendment (14 th ) supplied that defect 
and allows Congress to correct the unjust legislation of the States, so 
far that the law which operates upon man shall operate equally upon 
all. What ever law punishes the white man for a crime shall punish 
the black man in precisely the same way and to the same degree. 
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It was Legal Fiction, pretense of law, fraud and deception, and 
Stevens knew it. The 14 th Amendment did not always make fools of 
judges then, as it does most often today. In the Slaughterhouse cases, 
the Supreme Court justices poked fun at the 13 th , I4 lh and 15 lh 
Amendments, and as we shall see, the Republicans who precipitated 
the Civil War with their violent and inflamed rhetoric, saw in these 
three amendments an opportunity to stay in power through the Negro 
vote, and by barring Confederate officers from holding public office. 
We shall also see that the strategy backfired on the Republican Party, 
and that today, the whole nation is paying a huge price for the 
deception they perpetrated. 

Congressional Globe, February 15, 1871, pages 114 - 117: 

The plea of political necessity by the Senator, justified the adoption 
of the 15 ,h Amendment, is always ready, and has become the law of 
the existence of the party which having forfeited the confidence of the 
people, is now compelled to retain power by fraud and force. Hence 
the bill to employ the army to enforce the 15 ,h Amendment. This 
legislative trial is a bill of attainder prohibited by the Constitution of 
the United States. Congress has no power not given by that 
instrument: and when it inflicts punishment without its authority, it is 
no more than a mob. 

In the case of Cummings vs. The State of Missouri the question 
involved was the right to pass an expost facto law of bill of attainder, 
disqualifying persons from the exercise of the right of suffrage and 
such attempt was pronounced by the Supreme Court to be 
unconstitutional, null and void. But after the Reconstruction acts 
were passed the McCardle case arose under those acts, came up by 
appeal to the Supreme Court; and what was the conduct of the 
Republican Party? 

What happened was that the Supreme Court ducked the case saying 
that it could not rule on acts of Congress or words to that effect. In 
Cummings vs. the State of Missouri, the Supreme Court ruled that 
refusal to hire former “rebels” in all forms of employment was a 
violation of a bill of attainder. Notwithstanding this crystal-clear 
precedent, the judiciary has for scores of years gone on ruling that 
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“affirmative action” (a bill of attainder violation) is legal when it is 
nothing of the kind. Of course the much-compromised judiciary tells 
us that they base the legality of “affirmative action” on the 13 th , 14th 
and 15 th Amendments, but they fail to bring to our notice that 
nowhere in these three amendments is “affirmative action” 
expressed, or expressly implied; thus even if the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th 
Amendments were a part of the Constitution — which they are not — 
never having been ratified, “affirmative action” could still not be 
predicated upon them. In their haste to force the 14 th Amendment 
through Congress, the secret committee forgot to give the Negro the 
right to vote and so they had to go back and cobble together the 15 lh 
Amendment to correct their error, but the 15 th Amendment, even 
more revolutionary and unconstitutional, was never ratified, so the 
radical Republicans only succeeded in compounding their error. Of 
interest here is the desire to punish the South expressed by Radical 
Republicans that distorted the Constitution, leaving constitutional 
questions of the most profound nature, unanswered. 

Congressional Globe, May 19, 1870, pages 3607-3615; 

Enforcement of the 15 th Amendment: 

What we want, said Jeff Davis, is not so much slavery, about which 
we care little, as national independence we will have, or we will 
have annihilation. 

Then on page 3611: 

There is no legislation that could reach a State to prevent it passing 
a law. It can only reach the individual citizens of the States in the 
enforcement of law. You have, therefore, in any appropriate 
legislation, to act on the citizen and not the State. If you pass an act 
by which you make it an indictable offense for an officer to execute 
any law of a State by which he trespasses upon any of these rights of 
the citizen it operates upon him as a citizen and not as an officer. .. 

Of course this is incorrect as the 13 lh , 14 th and 15 th Amendments 
were addressed to the States and not to the individual, which nullifies 
completely the so-called Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the so-called 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. The venomous hatred of the radical 
Republicans for the South is well-demonstrated on page 3615: 
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For one, / propose to keep this nest of adders, who have given us so 
much trouble — / mean those who have hissed the loudest and were 
the most poisonous in their bite — away from my premises. 

Not exactly charitable words of friendship and it so graphically 
illustrates the point that the truth about the South’s position in the 
Civil War has never been fully told. History, as is its wont, is nearly 
always a much lopsided account of events from the point of view of 
the victor and this is no less true of the accounts of the Civil War, 
and our history books are woefully lacking in this regard. Perhaps 
the clearest explanation of the unconstitutionality and utter fraud of 
the 15 th Amendment is found in a speech by Senator Davis, 
Congressional Globe, May 20, 1870: 

Enforcement of the 15 th Amendment, pages 3660-3665: 

Now Mr. President, l will avert to one or two other important car¬ 
dinal, essential principles of free speech and constitutional 
government, which I will never sacrifice, and the destruction of 
which / will never give my consent to. The Congress of the United 
States claimed and has triumphal and frequently exercised the power 
to propose amendments to the Constitution by excluding eight, ten, 
and eleven members of the Union from representation in both 
Houses of Congress. That was a revolution, in the language of the 
scholarly and able Senator from Missouri. 

The Constitution provides for its own amendment. It proscribes the 
particular mode in which it may be amended; and if that mode is 
honestly and faithfully administered, it is not a revolution, but is 
simply the execution of a principle of the Government, of the 
Constitution itself, for the alteration and amendment of the 
fundamental law. But when a dominant majority in times of civil war 
(note Sen. Davis correctly called it a war and not a rebellion) or of 
peace claim the power, and exercise it too, of excluding almost one- 
third of the States in both Houses of Congress, and then propose 
amendments to the Constitution by propositions passed by the 
remainder of the two Houses of Congress, when the Constitution 
itself says that such propositions shall not be passed, except by the 
vote of two-thirds of both Houses, / will insist to the extent that such 
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a mode of amending the Constitution is lawless, revolutionary, 
destructive of our Constitution and one of its fundamental principles, 
and is entitled to no obedience and no respect from any quarter 
whatever. 

Sir, when it is contended that the dominant faction in Congress may 
of its own will upon the suggestion of its own lust for power, take 
Representatives and Senators by the throat and thrust them from the 
halls of Congress, and then claim a constitutional right to amend the 
fundamental law so as to subserve their own purposes of ambition, of 
acquisition or retention of power, I say that is a lawless aspect of 
revolution, which deserves the opposition and the sternest and most 
inflexible opposition of every enlightened American patriot. 

The 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments are the basis of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1866, the meaning and interpretations of which came later and 
shows up this act where the Negro was given his civil rights, but not 
any social rights. The 15 th Amendment came later and does not, nor 
has it ever applied to individual citizens, but only to the States, one 
of the things being that States cannot pass legislation depriving the 
Negro of the right to vote because of color; and likewise, the 
Congress is also forbidden to pass such legislation. 

In any event the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments and the statutory law 
based on them will take a thorough whipping if they are ever placed 
before an impartial judicial review panel. For instance, since the last 
slave is long dead, it follows that the 13 th Amendment died with him 
or her. If not yet buried, then it is time to bury the 13 th Amendment. 

The 15 th Amendment did not provide constitutional powers that 
would allow government to interfere with personal rights such as 
forcing a private club to admit people as members the club does not 
wish to accept. Personal rights embodied in the 10 th Amendment are 
those rights not enumerated elsewhere and which express personal 
rights. It is worthy of note that in spite of their vindictiveness toward 
the South, the Republican sponsors of the three amendments did not 
try to interfere with personal rights of the Southerners. (They did not 
try to take away the personal right of owning and bearing arms). 
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Congressional Globe, May 16, 1870, pages 3479-3493: 

Enforcement of the 15 th Amendment: 

The fraud of the 15 ,h Amendment came out of the sharp point of a 
military bayonet, under duress and coercion so on this alone it is un¬ 
constitutional and no law at all. 

It was Lincoln who put the Southern States under martial law and the 
39 th Congress dissolved the Civil Government of 10 Southern States, 
making all Southern State Constitutions void, purporting to end the 
compact they had entered into at the time of the Union, making them 
States of the Federal Government. 

Much more fraud followed with the so-called Voting Rights Act of 
1965, allegedly based upon the civil rights act of 1870, this being no 
more and no less than a pyramid of fraud heaped upon fraud. 

Congressional Globe, May 16, 1870, pages 3470-3493, Senator 
Vickers: 

. , . But if, contrary to all the analogies and distinctions which exist¬ 
ed in the respective forms of government, Congress shall arrogate 
the power to regulate State elections and electors, I contend that this 
so-called fifteenth amendment is not constitutional and legally a part 
of the Constitution of the United States anymore than the J3' h and 
14 ,h are part of the Constitution: 

FIRST: Because no amendment to the Constitution can be legiti¬ 
mately proposed and adopted unless all of the States shall at the time 
exercise the right to be represented in both Houses of Congress. 

SECONDLY: That no amendment can be ratified unless all of the 
States ratifying them shall have a right to adopt or reject them 
without being subject to any condition but must be free and 
untrammeled. 

THIRDLY: That no amendment can be valid unless all of the States 
that vote on it at the time of voting are equal in right, dignity, and 
honor. 
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FOURTHLY: That the fifteenth amendment received only 27 votes 
exclusive of New York and Indiana, 28 being necessary for 
ratification; New York having revoked her ratification and Indiana 
having ratified without a constitutional quorum of her legislature 
being present, and in open violation of her constitutional provision. 

Congressional Globe, February 15, 1871, pages 1250-1253: 

On page 1250, fully spelled out, is found a joint resolution of the 
legislature of Indiana, withdrawing its assent to the 15 ,h Amendment. 

Three other States, Virginia, Mississippi and Texas voted to ratify 
under coercion, their admission on representation being made to 
depend on their affirmative vote; these three being deducted, leave 
only twenty-four States voting for ratification, four less than three- 
quarters of the states. 

Later, Oregon sent notice that it was nullifying its vote for the 15th 
Amendment, leaving the number of States necessary to ratify far 
short of the required two-thirds. 

Congressional Globe, May 20, 1870, pages 420-423: 

The Hon. J. Fowler of Tennessee: 

I have said that the amendment is inadequate to protect the rights of 
citizens. It founds the right to vote on no principle. It asserts no 
positive grant of power (in other words it is not found in the 
delegated powers of the Federal Govt., Art. 1, Sec. 8 Clauses 1-18) it 
does not base the right to vote on manhood or its natural rights . . . 
it does not guard any of his interests as a member of society, or 
secure to him equal rights before the law... 

The amendment can do nothing for the citizen that the State could 
not do without it and do much better, and therefore, it was not 
demanded. .. 

Could anything be more explicit than the foregoing as to why the 
13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments are unconstitutional, null and void, 
apart from the fact of never having been ratified by all of the States 
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and, therefore, not part of the Constitution of the United States? The 
validity, the brilliance, the accuracy of the analyses by Sen. Davis 
and Sen. Vickers, among others, forever lays to rest the question as 
to whether the three amendments are constitutional. The Constitution 
cannot be used as an instrument of revenge and retribution; it is an 
instrument of law. Sec. 3 of the 14 ,h Amendment, for example, is 
brazenly and openly vindictive and revengeful, aimed against the 
Democrats of the South and the people of the Southern States in 
general. A study of the Congressional Globe of the period reveals 
that most of the members of the House and Senate knew that the 
amendments and the Civil Rights Act of 1870 were frauds and filled 
with deceptions. If one reads the Congressional Globe of the period 
this comes through very strongly. 

Congressional Globe, May 20, 1870, pages 3667-3690, Sen. 
Thurmond, the greatest constitutionalist of his time; 

But now, sir, within thirty days of the adoption of the I5th 
Amendment, or the proclamation of its adoption, on the bill to 
enforce the 15 th Amendment, this proposition which has no more 
relation to the 15 th Amendment than it has to the solar system, is 
introduced here at the last hours of the night session .. . 

Sen. Thurmond was objecting to the number of matters thrown in for 
good measure, none of them related to the 15 th Amendment. 

The Republicans tried to cram in all that they had overlooked in the 
13 th and 14 th Amendments and the result was a mess. What was left 
unsaid, and it was typical of the deceptive practices engaged in by 
the Republicans at the time, was that the so-called Civil Rights Act 
was aimed mainly at Chinese contract labor in Oregon and 
California. 

To return to the powers of Congress and whether Congress can com¬ 
pel the sovereign States to do something to which they are opposed. 
Congressional Globe, May 16, 1870, pages 3479-3493: 

Enforcement of the 15 th Amendment Senator Vickers: 
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Congress has no power to legislate and punish State officers, judges 
of election and registers of voters who are appointed by and are 
responsible for State laws. Individuals who may deem themselves 
aggrieved can appeal to the courts for relief But, if contrary to all 
analogies and distinctions which existed in the respective forms of 
government, Congress shall arrogate the power to regulate State 
elections and electors, I contend that the 15 th Amendment is not 
constitutionally and legally a part of the United States Constitution. 

This makes the so-called Brady Bill and indeed all so-called “gun 
control” legislation unconstitutional because in addition to violating 
the 2 nd Amendment, it purports to order State police officers to check 
for criminal backgrounds of would-be purchasers of handguns, in 
itself unconstitutional. One of the most baneful chapters in the saga 
of the Republican-dominated Congress was the attempt to impeach 
President Andrew Johnson, an attempt that narrowly failed. At first 
the Republicans accused him of being a secret Democrat while 
pretending to be a Republican. 

What Section 1 of the 14 th Amendment does say, is: 

“Equal protection of the law, as to life, liberty and property, as 
to due process of the law,” meaning a jury trial, but all other 
considerations aside, the 14 th Amendment was never properly ratified 
and, therefore cannot be part of the Constitution. In Brown vs. 
Board of Education children were forced-bused because of their race. 
It is not a crime, nor has it ever been a crime, for races to express 
their wish to be segregated. Property rights are segregated rights. 

The word “segregated” has been badly misused to denote evil, and 
the doctrine of imputing inflexibility to certain words to suit 
particular purposes. If, as is so often averred by “Civil Rights 
leaders,” the Constitution forbids segregation, or the desire of one 
race to live separately from another, then I invite them to point out 
exactly where in the Constitution and the Bill of Rights it is so 
stated? They cannot, because it is just not there! The word 
“segregate” was first used in a speech by Rep. Baker during the 39 th 
Congress — incidentally, the first Congress to convene after the end 
of the Civil War: 
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Congressional Globe, January 27, 1866 pages 461-470: 

... So the revolting states did not for a single moment succeed in 
segregating themselves as a sovereign power... 

Thomas Jefferson alluded to segregation as one of the inalienable 
rights of man, being natural, but did not enunciate further. The right 
of races to segregate themselves is thousands of years old. 

Congressional Globe , June 18, 1866 pages 3241-3250; in these 
pages we find the bankruptcy of the Reconstruction period with all of 
its speeches and debates. Reconstruction legislation along with the 
13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments is fraud of the most glaring kind. 

The justices of the Warren court showed their total lack of 
understanding of the history of the Constitution and an abysmal 
ignorance of the history surrounding the 13 th , 14 lh and 15 lh 
Amendments. Had the Federal judiciary (The Supreme Court and 
Federal judges) read history, they would have taken cognizance of 
the Slaughterhouse cases, and declared the 13 th , 14 th and 15 lh 
Amendments, null and void, not part of the U.S. Constitution. 

Instead, historically ignorant judges of our courts go on, year after 
year, acting as if these amendments and the Reconstruction laws that 
went with them are valid and part of the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights. Who will leap to his feet in the House or Senate and shout 
this truth in a loud voice. Rep. Raymond was such a man, a genius 
who knew history and the Constitution. Congressional Globe, June 
1866, page 3242: 

Rep. Raymond: 

. . . But, sir, in my previous remarks from which I have already 
quoted, l insist that the States in voting upon these amendments (13 th 
and 14 lh ) should act freely, without coercion. / regard that, sir, as of 
vital importance. This bill violates that fundamental condition. It 
denies them representation unless they do ratify them . . . Now, if / 
am right in this, / ask any one here to point me to the clause of the 
Constitution which confers upon Congress the right to say that 
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Representatives from any State shall not be received into Congress 
until that State shall perform certain acts, make certain laws, or do 
certain things which we may dictate. 

Where is it in the Constitution? Is it embodied in any article? Is it 
implied in any clause either directly or indirectly? I cannot find it. I 
hold that while it crushed the rebellion it did not impair, to any 
degree or extent, the validity, force or binding authority of the 
Constitution of the United States, or the rights, duties or obligations 
of the States under the Constitution of the United States. 

On the contrary it reaffirmed and reestablished the authority of the 
Constitution in all its fullness over the States and over every 
department of Government of the United States. The Constitution is 
today for us, for Congress, for the President, for every State and 
every Legislature and for every court in the State, the ‘supreme law 
of the land. ’ 

The 14 th Amendment, the Civil Rights Act of 1870, the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, are constitutional 
nullities of no effect and not laws at all; if for no other reason that 
force was used to get the three amendments passed, on which these 
fraudulent laws rest. They are chicanery, frauds, deceptions, deceit, 
mere hypotheses heaped upon hypotheses, and every so-called 
“statutory law” predicated on these amendments and the 
Reconstruction laws, are unconstitutional and binding upon no one. 
Now at last can be seen the duplicity, the mendacity of Brown vs. 
Board of Education, Topeka; every affirmative action law, every 
equal employment law, every civil rights law and so on ad infinitum. 
The Republicans who were largely responsible for the Civil War 
were forever calling it a “rebellion” when it was no such thing. It 
was done, I believe, to circumvent the Constitution, which is silent 
about what steps can be taken in a civil war. It was also done to 
enable Lincoln to call out the States militia. The radical Republicans 
pretended they could pass the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments and the 
Reconstruction legislation under color of the auxiliary Clause 18, 
found in Art. 1, Sec. 8, Clauses 1-18, but this is wrong. Congress did 
not respect the rights of the States and this was a major contribution 
to the war. 


133 



Dr. John Coleman 


One other point which I believe to be very much overlooked: The 
eleven Southern States had the right to secede, but the North did not. 
Lincoln was a lawyer and he knew this to be true by virtue of the 
Northwest Territories Bill. Ohio was a part of the Northwest 
Territories and Lincoln was in Ohio. In 1797 Congress made the 
stipulation that the Northwest Territories were to remain in the 
Union in perpetuity, in other words, they could never secede from 
the Union. 

Lincoln was determined to keep the South in the United States in 
spite of being aware he was acting unconstitutionally, and the 
Radical Republicans incited him to make war on the South. The 
South badly underestimated Lincoln’s tenacity of purpose and by the 
same token, in haughty disdain of the Union, they underestimated its 
military strength. 

If Congress passed by a simple majority a law to overturn and make 
null and void, “ Brown vs. Board of Education, ” Topeka, it would be 
a start to the process of repealing the 14 th Amendment and all laws 
based upon it since its inception. The same holds for the 13 th and 15 lh 
Amendments. 

The 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments are not the law of the land and 
have never been, although they purport to give the Negro practical 
rights, but definitely not social rights. Again, these three 
amendments sprang directly from the Civil Rights Act of 1866. The 
Supreme Court can rule again and again to try and make them 
lawful, but it will not succeed. The 15 th Amendment was hastily 
strung together in an attempt to put teeth into the measures. The 
Republicans tried to enforce these rights through the 15 th 
Amendment. 

Congressional Globe, May 20, 1870, pages 3654-3658: 

Enforcement of the 15 th Amendment 

The following is a note of explanation: 

The reasons for the 15 th Amendment are given here, and it is clear 
that it does not relate to individuals, but rather is a restriction on the 
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State Legislatures and the Federal Government. Basically what it 
says is that neither the State Legislatures nor the Congress can make 
laws that would abridge or diminish or deny an individual the right 
to vote based on race or color. 

Specifically, the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the 1965 Voting Rights 
Act are nothing but sophistry, chicanery and as worthless as blank 
pieces of paper. If Congress actually wants to be honest for a 
change, then let it resubmit the three so-called amendments to the 
States for proper, constitutional ratification. 

■ The 13 lh , 14 th and 15 th Amendments were never properly 
ratified and are still not properly ratified. 

■ The Reconstruction legislation that gave birth to these 
three amendments went far outside the pale and the ken 
of the U.S. Constitution. 

■ The secession governments of the Southern States were 
entitled under the Constitution to remain in power and in 
control of State Governments. The puppets forced upon 
the people of the seceded states did not represent the 
wishes of the sovereign people of those States who were 
thus disenfranchised. 

■ Congress violated the United States Constitution, 
particularly Article IV, Section 4, Clause 1, which 
guarantees every one of the several States a Republican 
form of government. 

Congressional Globe, January 27, 1866, pages 461-470: 

In the case of Luther vs. Borden — one of several such cases, the 
Supreme Court decided in 1849 what a Republican form of 
government was in Article IV, Section 4 Clause 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

■ The secessionist States already had a Republican form of 
government and the Congress was not authorized 
anywhere in the Constitution to deprive these States of 
their Constitutional right to a Republican form of 
government. 
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■ Congress tried to make out that the carpetbaggers it had 
installed as the government of the secessionist states was 
legitimate, thus legally able to “ratify” the three 
amendments when is was plain that this was a fraud 
perpetrated upon the southern States. 

■ Congress put in the Third Section in the 14 th Amendment 
for the sole purpose of punishing the South in pursuit of 
grudges against the secessionist States, which even in 1900, 
were still strongly held. Congress had no authority for this 
and it is another reason why the 13 th , 14 ,h and 15 ,h 
Amendments could not have been properly ratified and 
this is still the position today. 

■ The sycophant States legislative government installed by 
the Congress was largely composed of Socialists who had 
infiltrated the Civil War with the prime instruction from 
Marx and Lenin that they were to wreck the L1.S. by 
“legislative action” ninety percent of which was bogus, a 
sham and a fraud. To those who say that even if the three 
amendments were bogus, what the amendments set out to do 
could have been done under the war powers of the 
president. 

■ This false line of reasoning falls down as the president has no 
war powers. While the Democrats crowed about the 
darkly-stained pages of the history of the Republican 
Party, their own record in the 1920s-1960s, including the 
spurious 1964 Civil Rights Act and the bogus 1965 Voting 
Rights Act, more than match the deception practiced by the 
Republican Party during the so-called Reconstruction 
period. Without some of the strictest press control ever 
seen in the U.S., coupled with the two terms of President 
Grant; the chicanery, flummery, mendacity of the 13 lh , 
14 th and 15 th Amendments would have been exposed -- 
and the bogus Civil Rights Act of 1870 along with it -- long 
before the Supreme Court struck down the latter “law” in 
1884. It was strict press control and Grant’s two terms that 
kept the greatest hoax of the 19 th century from being 
exposed. 
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■ Enforcement of the 15 lh Amendment was the beginning of 
the so-called Civil Rights Act of 1870: The history is 
found in the Congressional Record. 

Appendix to the Congressional Record, “Fifteenth Amendment, 
February 15, 1871, pages 114-117: Speech by the Hon. F.R Blair of 
Missouri: 

The plea of ‘political necessity ’ by the Senator justified the adoption of 
the 15 th Amendment is always ready, and has become the law of the 
existence of a party which having forfeited the confidence of the people, 
is now compelled to retain power by fraud and force. Hence the bill to 
employ the army to enforce the 15 Amendment. . . 

The Civil Rights Act of 1870 was hate legislation of the worst kind and 
all it did was come propose measures that would humiliate and 
degrade Southern Whites. The Radical Republicans who so confused 
Lincoln, did not care how low they stooped to achieve their hate law 
Civil Rights Act of 1870. Lincoln never had any experience with 
Communists. In 1862, he told Horace Greeley that although he was anti¬ 
slavery: My paramount objective in this struggle is to save the Union, and 
it is not either to save or destroy slavery. Lincoln preserved the integrity 
of his objective for as long as he could hold out, chastising General Hunter 
for freeing slaves in South Carolina and reprimanding General Fremont for 
doing the same in Missouri. It is fair to say that Lincoln was fascinated 
with the idea of separating the White and Negro races and in 1862 he 
told a delegation of freed slaves that his view was that both races would 
be better off, separated by water (the ocean) between them. With 
unending pressure from the Radical Republicans, and the war not 
going well, Lincoln began to weaken and gradually adopted some of 
their still-secret agenda. 

The Congressional Globe and Congressional Record of the period 
show that the Emancipation Proclamation was the first visible sign of 
weakness. Lincoln knew full-well that he had no right to sign a 
proclamation, let alone suspend habeas corpus, but while agreeing to it, 
he remained distinctly lukewarm to the idea of inducting freed slaves 
into the Union Army. 
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There are several accounts of the number of Negroes actually served as 
combatants, but one of the more accurate ones put the number at 186,000 
toward the close of the war. 

The Slaughterhouse cases sounded the death-knell of the so-called Civil 
Rights Act of 1866, and the justices of the Supreme Court poked fun and 
laughed at it. Yet, although struck down by the court, the Radical 
Republicans in the House and Senate revived the discredited measure 
and used it as a model for their 1964 Civil Rights Act. 

Here we have the fraud of the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments - passed 
under duress of military force, and never ratified, as the basis of the 
1870 Civil Rights Act; struck down by the Supreme Court in 1888, 
the Slaughterhouse case, resuscitated and used as the model, the so- 
called 1964 Civil Rights Act! No such Act of Congress can fit into the 
Constitution! 

The Constitution is a document of perfect equipoise; one section or 
clause cannot be isolated from the whole; the Constitution has to be read 
as a whole document and cannot be fragmented. It is worth noting that 
there is a very large gap in the history of the United States concerning 
Socialist infiltration of both parties in the House and Senate, and their 
attempts to destroy the Constitution and the Bill of Rights, a cause taken 
up by the Democrat Party under Roosevelt in 1932 and continued under 
President Clinton ongoing today under President G.W. Bush. 

Congressional Record , Appendix, March 15, 1948 pages A1644- 
A1646. 

The Hon. Rank Boykin: 

In 1888 the Supreme Court of the United States declared that a civil 
rights program similar to the one now sponsored by Mr. Truman, was 
unconstitutional. The decision was rendered by a Republican court in 
an era where feeling was running strongly against the South. When the 
United States Supreme Court declared that this so called civil rights 
legislation violated the Tenth Amendment of the Constitution, it ren¬ 
dered a judicial, not a political decision... 
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The court said that the three amendments violated the 10 th Amendment. 
It is uncanny just how far the pretense went that the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th 
Amendments were actually a part of the U.S. Constitution, when in fact, 
they were ratified and not enacted by Congress. Why do the courts not 
make an honest statement that civil rights legislation is moot in view of 
the un-ratified amendments upon which it is based? 

Why the posturing, why the pretense? 

What Representative Boykin said was that in spite of a Republican Party 
dominated Supreme Court, and in spite of the hatred felt for the South 
by the Union, the court in 1888 went beyond it to render a judicial 
verdict, not a political one. Before this verdict was handed down, the 
13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments had been held out as adding something 
new to the Constitution, when in fact they added nothing new to it, at 
all. 

Then along came the anti-Constitution members of both parties and 
added something new, the so-called “Affirmative Action” program, 
which is nowhere to be found in the 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments. We 
need statesmen who will step forward and halt this treacherous pantomime 
of civil rights abuse based on amendments, which have never been part of 
the Constitution because they were not properly ratified, nor are they 
properly ratified, even today. 

Congressional Record, Senate, pages E7552-E 7554: Senator Ervin of 
North Carolina: 

The Supreme Court found something new in the 14 th Amendment, which 
said the people of California could not repeal their own occupancy law. 

There is no court in the land that can make the 13 th , 14th and 15 th 
Amendments “the law of the land” when they have never been and 
are not now so. 

The amendments cannot be interpreted any other way. Even if it were a 
part of the U.S. Constitution, the 14 th Amendment in the 1 st section is 
indirect; it does not say that it gives equal protection of the law based on 
race. Can any justice of the Supreme Court point me to the word “race” 
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in the 1 st section? What the last section of the 14 th Amendment says is 
“equal protection of the laws, as to life, liberty and property ... as to 
due process of law” meaning a trial by jury. 

This constitutional fact was ignored by the justices of the Supreme 
Court in the 1954 fraudulent Brown vs. Topeka, Kansas “desegregation” 
case. Since segregation is not a crime, why are children forced-bused 
past their local schools? To allow this to happen there should have 
been a jury trial or due process of the law, since parents and children 
were discriminated against by forced busing simply because of their 
race. 

The Congressional Globe, May 18, 1870, “Enforcement of the 15 th 
Amendment,” pages 3558-3571, makes this very clear. The 
Supreme Court found the Civil Rights Act of 1866 unconstitutional, 
but the Socialists resurrected it in 1964. 

A careful reading of the so-called civil rights debates in the period 
1866-1885 shows the clearest evidence of attempts made to isolate 
the last section of the 14 th “equal protection of the laws” from the 
first section. 

The Constitution cannot be compromised in this manner otherwise 
its perfect equipoise is destroyed. The bottom line is that the 14 lh 
Amendment is badly flawed and cannot be ratified even today, as it 
is unconstitutional. 
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CHAPTER 15 

REVERSED ROLES OF THE REPUBLICAN 
AND DEMOCRAT PARTIES 


In the 1900s, the roles of the two political parties began to be 

reversed. In 1913, Woodrow Wilson’s administration was under 
strong foreign influence, but as Rep. Louis T. McFadden, the 
former chairman of the House Banking Committee placed on 
record, the most vehemently opposed to the 1913 Federal Reserve 
Act were a group of Democrats who spoke out strongly against it. 

Wilson was a violator of the Constitution in so far as he did not 
uphold the U.S. Constitution, especially in seeking and obtaining 
not only the illicit powers taken by Lincoln, but demanding, and 
getting, ten more to which he had no constitutional right. 

Wilson also violated the Dick Act and the Militia Act by sending 
State Militia soldiers to die on the battlefields of Europe, a most 
heinous crime for which he ought to have been impeached and tried 
for treason. Lincoln didn’t know that he was being set up by his 
party to promote the Civil War in the hopes that Socialism would be 
the main beneficiary; he really didn’t understand what was going 
on, nor that their aim was the destruction of the United States. 

Once talk of war got started. Socialists by the hundreds of thousands 
poured into the U.S. from Europe and infiltrated Lincoln’s 
administration and his party. These “advisors” prompted Lincoln to start 
the Civil War, which they expected to use as a vehicle to turn the U.S. 
into a Socialist state. Among these were a large body of Communists, 
and in 1932, the party became the de-facto Communist Party of the U.S. 
Roosevelt set a course that would henceforth severely compromise the 
Constitution of the United States. 
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The Roosevelt Supreme Court moved strongly to enforce the un¬ 
ratified 14 th Amendment as we saw in its decisions on so-called civil 
rights cases. Nor should we forget that it was the Democrats who 
gave us President Wilson. 

It was Wilson who: 

■ Went outside of the U.S. Constitution to establish an 
illegal private entity, the Federal Reserve Banks; 

■ Established Federal income tax; 

■ Destroyed our protective trade barriers; 

■ Opened our markets to every type of international “free 
trade” banditry the world could offer; 

■ Forced this nation into a European family quarrel, the First 
World War; 

■ Gave us Roosevelt who took this country off the Gold 
Standard and demonetized silver so that the Rothschilds’ 
war debts could be paid in gold, and not in silver. 

■ Pushed for Communist control of his party; who gave us 
the bogus United Nations treaty/agreement; 

■ Gave us President James Earl Carter and 

a Gave us the equally bogus Panama Canal Treaty. 

The list of treacherous, treasonous disasters forced upon this nation by 
the Democrat Party is lengthy indeed. 

The Democrats pushed “equality” to ridiculous lengths. Our society is 
based upon the natural law of selection, totally at variance with the 
“equality” of the Communist Manifesto of 1848. 

Let us not forget the driving force of Communism was a “level” society, 
an uneducated, uninspired “mass” of people, easily regimented, easily 
controlled and at the mercy of a totally centralized government. 

This was the blueprint for tyranny laid out by the Communists in 
1917; the blueprint still followed closely by the Democrat Party in the 
1990s and Mr. and Mrs. Clinton were the logical successors to Franklin 
and Eleanor Roosevelt. 
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In the 1960s the Democrats created a special class of person who was 
to have unequal rights and unequal “protection of the law,” and they 
instituted special government departments to create “cases” for the 
Supreme Court to try. The Democrats brought into being a large number 
of government departments not mentioned in the Constitution and 
therefore, a prohibition of such entities; the FBI, the Office of Equal 
Opportunities, the Legal Services Corp., the Civil Rights Commission, 
and the Department of Education, to name a few, whose task it was to 
prosecute “affirmative action,” and “equal opportunity” in housing, 
employment, violation of “civil rights” and all manner of concessions 
for the special class that came into being through the Legal Fiction 
and of the unconstitutional 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments. 

What the Supreme Court did was try cases brought by the 
aforementioned agencies and then hand down crooked rulings, which 
were not “equal opportunities” under “equal protection of the law,” but 
opportunities to create special privileges and superior rights for 
minorities and more especially, for the Negroes. 

The Democrat Party became the Welfare State Party, a party which 
comes into power because of its Socialist programs, school lunches, 
rent subsidies, medical benefits. Social Security, food stamps, child 
support for unwed mothers, free abortions; all of which has become a 
fully-fledged government industry in its own right and absolutely 
beyond the pale and the ken of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 

“Or so you say,” responds the welfare generation, “but the general 
welfare clause does say we are entitled to these benefits.” 

The general welfare clause is totally inapplicable to personal welfare 
and addresses only the welfare of the entire nation and has no bearing on 
feeding and clothing a welfare population at public expense. This type of 
personal welfare is fraud, not mentioned anywhere in the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights, and is, therefore, a prohibition of it. It is the 
Communist “leveling” process in action; taking from the productive 
sector and giving it to the nonproductive sector. 

Only Senator East tried to do something about it as we find the 
Congressional Record, Senate, March 17, 1982 pages 2253-2268, which 
deals with the exception clause of Article III, Section 2 of the 
Constitution; 
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In all other cases before mentioned, the Supreme Court shall have 
appellate jurisdiction, both as to the law and the fact, with such 
exceptions, and under such regulations as the Congress shall make. 

Herein we find a blatant attempt to amend the Constitution by over¬ 
riding States rights guaranteed by the Constitution, under the 
pretense of protecting the rights of the Negro. 

We should note that prior to the Civil War, Blacks were not slaves in 
the true sense of the word, as their condition of servitude differed 
greatly from those of Roman slaves who could not live together as a 
family, and were brutally treated. Slaves held by plantation owners were 
considered as “valuable property” purchased at a high cost. 

In the 1770s the cost of a Negro slave had risen to 70 English pounds 
— a lot of money in those days. As such, it is unlikely that they would 
be mistreated. This is not to say that were never any cases of ill 
treatment. 

Under pressure of all excited feelings growing out of the war, our 
statesmen still believe that the existence of the States, with powers of 
domestic and local government including the regulation of civil rights 
of persons and of property essential to the complete working of our 
complete government. 

The burning ambition of the late 20 th century constitutional 
anarchists in the Democrat Party — a complete reversal of their role 
in 1865 — is to turn the Constitution on its head and do away with the 
Bill of Rights. Not far behind the Democrats bent on destroying the 
Constitution are found a large number of Republicans holding similar 
aspirations. 
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CHAPTER 1 6 

SO-CALLED "HATE CRIMES," 
“MINORITY RIGHTS” AND THE 14™ AMENDMENT 


1 he subject of so-called “hate crimes” quite properly comes under 
the 14 th Amendment because, as I have said, civil rights cases 
interpreted by the Supreme Court since the 1950s are based on this 
amendment. The Federal government added “civil rights,” covering 
women, implying that women are a minority — and now, 
homosexuals are included as a “minority.” 

These “additions” are of no effect, outside the pale and ken of the 
Constitution, a fraud and a hoax perpetrated upon the American 
people, almost as much of a hoax as the “wall of separation between 
church and state.” This is because the 14 th Amendment, on which it 
is based, is a fraud and a hoax, as are the 13 th and 15 ,h Amendments. 
In addition, the U.S. Constitution cannot employ cognates, and all 
laws must be written with clarity, not based on shadows without 
substance. Nothing could be more hackneyed, threadbare or trite, 
murky, obscured and intelligible than the expression “hate crimes.” It 
just does not belong in the language of the Constitution. As one 
Congressman said in 1880: Liberty is always being destroyed in the 
name of liberty. 

Even if the three amendments had been ratified, there is absolutely 
nothing in them that includes social legislation, that is to say, giving 
one class of person social rights, they did not have before. 

Congressional Globe, March 15, 1870, pages 1950-1961: 

It is impossible for a State rightfully and constitutionally to make a 
law which shall bear upon the social conditions or the rights of one 
man in a different sense or in any different way from what it bears 
upon another. That is obvious . .. 
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Let us now look at so-called “hate crimes.” Nowhere in the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights is “hate crimes” mentioned; 
therefore it is an inhibition (prohibition) of this term. The same holds 
good for such terms as: 

■ “race” 

■ “national origin” 

■ “gender” 

■ “religion” 

■ “discrimination” 

■ “desegregation” 

■ “intimidation” 

■ “sexual orientation” 

■ “harassment.” 

In law one cannot use cognates or synonyms, but the anti¬ 
constitutionalists in Congress are good at a play on words they 
learned from the Communist Manifesto of 1848, and they use the 
technique all the time, making many flexible, ordinary words, 
inflexible, which places an entirely different construction on them. 
And yet, the courts use these words and terms all the time. Take the 
fatuous House Bill 2703, which purports to prohibit certain kinds of 
“harassment” against persons because of their sex, race (national 
origin), religion, marital status. What kind of utter madness has got a 
hold of us? We find none of these words mentioned in the 
Constitution, so they are a prohibition and a prohibition against any 
“laws” built upon them. Such “laws” are unconstitutional, as if no 
law had been passed. Where, for instance, do we find the word 
“harassment” in the Constitution? It is just not there, yet a whole 
series of “laws” have been built around it to satisfy the desires of the 
star-gazing incendiary liberals without regard to the constitutionality 
of such “laws.” In law there must be strict interpretations, which can 
only be based upon Judge Story’s 15 Rules of Interpretation of the 
Constitution. We cannot use synonyms or cognates. A law has to be 
clearly written with no ambiguity attached to it. 

The meaning of the word “harassment” has no connection with the 
way it is used in House Bill 2703. Webster’s Dictionary of the word 
reads as follows: 
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Harass (French he’ras, herasser), worry, impeded by repeated 
raids by the enemy, exhaust, fatigue, to annoy persistently. 

The word is clearly used in a military context. “Harass” can never be 
used in the context of any “civil rights” lawsuits. 

The Communist Manifesto of 1848 specializes in a play of words, 
taking the ordinary usage of words and making them inflexible. In 
this manner, “harass” can be made to mean anything. President Bush 
uses the word “terror” in much the same way as “harass.” 

The words “terror” and “terrorism” do not appear in the Constitution. 
It was the Communists who started to use words like 
“discrimination,” “intimidation” and “desegregation.” Hate crimes 
are bills of attainder violations where a person is punished by a 
legislative act and a legislative board takes the place of a judge and 
jury. So-called “hate crimes” are also a violation of the 1st 
Amendment to the Constitution. Even though such laws are patently 
illegal, the Federal government by virtue of force of law acts as if 
they are constitutional laws. So we have to be careful that we do not 
fall foul of these so-called “hate crime” laws and “racist” laws. 

The Justice Department has no constitutional authority to compile a 
list of “hate crimes.” The Communists intimidated the U.S. Senate to 
permit the Justice Department to make up a list of “hate crimes,” 
which is based entirely upon hearsay. Also, where in the U.S. 
Constitution does the Justice Department have the slightest right to 
compile such a list? It is not there! But it is in the Communist 
Manifesto of 1848! If such a list were to be assembled, it would be 
the job of the Congress to compile it, not the Justice Department, and 
even then it would be of doubtful validity. 

The Justice Department should have had its wings clipped and its 
“hate crimes” catalog destroyed a long time ago as the Justice 
Department is not the judiciary, nor can it legislate. Moreover, the 
list of “hate crimes” violates the 5 th Amendment of the Constitution, 
as well as Article 1, Section 9, Part 3: 

No bill of attainder or ex post facto law shall be passed. 
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The so-called “hate list” is merely a device enabling the Justice 
Department to accuse individuals of crimes without granting them 
due process, a jury trial. Due process of the law means going through 
the entire process leading up to a trial by jury, without any “short 
cuts.” This was decided in the celebrated case, Cummings vs. State 
of Missouri, Congressional Record, Senate, February 16, 1882, 
pages 1195-1209. 

The 15 ,h Amendment says that race shall not be a factor in the priv¬ 
ilege to vote. Remember, voting is not a civil right, but a privilege. 
The Justice Department loves to use the word “criminal” as do the 
Communists in the Congress, but it is worth noting that the only 
direct mention of criminal law is found in Article 7 of the Bill of 
Rights. The Bolshevik rulers called anyone who disagreed with their 
policies, a criminal. The first section of the un-ratified 14 111 
Amendment makes no reference to political rights, and is, in fact, 
involved with citizenship and equal protection under the law and due 
process. 

Whereas civil rights as to life, liberty and property are guaranteed in 
the 14 th Amendment, political rights are not guaranteed for any race 
or group. To suppose otherwise is nonsense. As to “equal protection 
of the laws” found in the 14 th Amendment; this does not apply to 
privileges and immunities not expressed or implied by the 
Constitution. To talk of “homosexual rights” and “women’s rights” 
is to be absurd, constitutionally speaking. To speak of women as a 
“minority” is preposterous as women are in fact a majority. It is also 
preposterous to call homosexuals a “minority.” Nowhere in the U.S. 
Constitution do we find the word “homosexual” nor is it expressly 
implied; thus it is an inhibition or prohibition and no so-called laws 
can be predicated upon imaginary minority homosexual rights. We 
need to be on our guard and take careful note how the Socialists use 
the U.S. Constitution and associate it with the Communist Manifesto 
of 1848. The Communists in Congress use tautology and redundancy 
to make their bills plausible or to add credibility where none exists. 
A good example of this is found in the Socialist Sen. Feinstein’s 
“assault weapons” ban. There is no such thing in the Constitution as 
“assault weapons,” therefore it is a prohibition of the term. 
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This is a good example of inflexibility being applied to flexible 
words in normal usage. I have not seen anything much written about 
or spoken of by Congress and the courts concerning un-enumerated 
rights at least since the 19 th century. These inalienable rights have 
been swept under the rug and forgotten. It is vital to our freedom that 
they be brought out and revived. 

The 9 th Amendment starts with enumerating the powers of the 
Federal Government and refers to other powers. We need to have a 
clear understanding of exactly what these other powers are. They are 
the States rights (sovereignty). The remaining powers are personal 
and private rights which may not be abridged or circumscribed or 
tampered with by Central or State governments in any way. 

In the 1960s we saw one bill after another supposedly conferring 
“civil rights” on a varied collection of groups and the personal and 
private rights of citizens got all scrambled up with these so-called 
civil rights bills. These private and personal rights should never have 
been mixed up with the other rights expressly implied in the 
Constitution and Bill of Rights. The second big mistake was that the 
Supreme Court misunderstood the intentions of the legislators at the 
time the 14th Amendment was written up and made the first ten 
amendments to the Constitution a responsibility of the States, as well 
as the Federal Government. The court was 100 percent wrong and 
one has to read to the Slaughterhouse cases to see this clearly. In fact 
the 14 th Amendment did not change Article IV, Section 2, privileges 
and immunities of citizens of the United States. There had always 
been States citizenship and U.S. citizenship, the latter referring to 
members of the armed services, diplomatic corps and citizens 
traveling abroad. There are scores of court cases where this was 
decided. Here is one of them: 

123 United States 166: 

That the first ten articles of amendment were not intended to limit the 
power of State Government in respect to their own people; but to 
operate on the National Government, was decided a half-century 
ago, and that decision has been steadily adhered to ever since. 
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A profound statement, which, were it to be published today, would 
be labeled as violently “racist” and “bigoted,” but which 
nevertheless, must be read. It also shows the clear intentions of the 
Founding Fathers, and sheds light on those bent upon preserving 
Christian Western civilization in the United States. As part of our 
history it cannot simply be swept under the carpet because it is likely 
to cause pain and suffering to some people. 

In Aury vs. Smith, 1 Litt. Rep 327, the court said: 

Prior to the adoption of the Federal Constitution, States had a right 
to make citizens of any person they pleased, but as the Constitution 
does not authorize any but white persons to become citizens of the 
United States it furnishes a presumption that none others were 
citizens at the time of its adoption. . . Again, sir, the act of Congress 
passed in 1790, during the second session of the first Congress 
which assembled after the adoption of the United States Constitution, 
providing for a uniform rule of naturalization confines the right to 
become a citizen to aliens being free white persons. 

I give this as an historical observation, without prejudice to any and 
offense to none, but the truth must be reported; history cannot be 
ignored because it offends, and it is fair to say that the Founding 
Fathers and the early legislators were clear in their intent; they 
wanted America to be a Christian, Western European nation. 

As Judge Taney put it: 

... It is true that the Declaration of Independence seemed to 
embrace the whole human family, and if they were used in a similar 
instrument at this day they would be so understood. But it was too 
clear for dispute that the enslaved African race were not intended to 
be included and formed no part of those who framed and adopted 
this Declaration... 

Less still do Asian races and other non-Westem non-Christian races, 
who have been allowed to enter the United States, qualify as citizens 
— if the original intent of the Founding Fathers is understood and 
followed. 
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This is not “racism” — only a recital of what is stated in the Annals of 
Congress, the Congressional Globe and the Congressional Record 
and this history cannot be stricken from the record, just because 
today, some government department, or the ACLU, says the remarks 
are “racist.” If any reader is offended by this, then let him lay the 
blame for it at the door of the Founding Fathers and not those who 
report history. Other non-Westem European races who have come 
here since the 1930s have no common ground with America of the 
Founding Fathers, the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights. They are not of the stock of George 
Washington, Lincoln, Davy Crockett and Daniel Webster. These 
other races are trying their best to establish what is commonly called 
“multiculturalism,” which is a prescription for national suicide. 
America is not a melting pot at least that much was long ago 
established. The inescapable truth is: America has become many 
different nations when we look at the Asian and other non-European 
non-Christian races that have taken on a major role in shaping the 
destiny of this country. What we have today in America, clearly 
visible, is cultural radicalism, which puts the United States on the 
Gaderene slope to perdition. 

“Multiculturalism” threatens the very existence of our nation. 

“Multiculturalism,” moreover, is being legislated, and this will never 
work. 

What Frederic Bastiat wrote in his memorable essay. The Law, is 
worth quoting: Enforced Fraternity Destroys Liberty. 

Mr. de Lamartine once wrote to me thusly: ‘Your doctrine is only 
half of my program. You have stopped at liberty; I go to fraternity. ’ I 
answered him: ‘The second half of your program will destroy the 
first. ’ In fact, it is impossible for me to separate the word fraternity’ 
from the word ‘voluntary. ’ I cannot possibly understand how 
fraternity can be legally enforced without liberty being legally 
destroyed, and thus justice being legally trampled underfoot. Legal 
plunder has two roots: One of them, as / have said before, is in 
human greed; the other is in false philanthropy. 
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It does not say in the first section of the 14 th Amendment that there 
is “equal protection of the law” based on race as the Federal 
Government implies with its “race” laws that are no laws at all. U.S. 
citizens get constitutional civil rights not by race, but indirectly 
through life, liberty and property. The Constitution is subtle and does 
not deal directly with race. For this reason alone, the Civil Rights 
laws of the 1980s, 1954, 1964-1967 and onwards are all 

unconstitutional. In any case the 14 th Amendment was addressed to 
the States and not to individuals, a very important distinction, apart 
from an even greater distinction that the amendment was never 
enacted by Congress nor did all the States ratified it. 

The Civil Rights Act, the Voting Rights Act, these are hypotheses 
heaped upon hypotheses because they are founded on the 14th 
Amendment, which did not add anything to the Constitution and 
which, in any case, as I have said repeatedly, (it cannot be stated 
enough) was never ratified. These acts have no force in law, even 
though they are enforced by the Federal government wielding its 
powers, and are especially in violation of the 10 lh Amendment. If we 
were one mass, one homogeneous nation, there would not be any 
need for special rights for some. National unity cannot survive when 
it is based on “special rights” for some and not others. 

In the celebrated case U.S. vs. Harris (106 West) Justice Wood 
rendered the following verdict: 

It, the Fourteenth Amendment, is a guarantee against the acts of the 
State Government itself: It is a guarantee against the exercise of 
arbitrary and unconstitutional power on the part of government and 
legislation of a State, not a guarantee against the commission of 
individual offenses: And the power of Congress, whether expressed 
or implied, to legislate for the enforcement of such guarantee does 
not extend to passage of laws for the suppression of crime within the 
States. The enforcement of the guarantee itself supposes it to be the 
duty of the State to perform. 

In 1873-1875 civil rights legislation did not succeed in the courts. 
Congress found the so-called Civil Rights Bill of 1866 
unconstitutional, because the 14 th Amendment was not passed at that 
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time. Even if the 14 th Amendment had been ratified, which it was 
not, — so-called civil rights could not have been predicated upon it, 
as Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach fraudulently attempted to 
pass off in 1964 in an unconstitutional manner. The privileges and 
immunities of the 14 th Amendment were already in the Constitution 
before the 14 th Amendment, and the 14 th added nothing new. 

There is no constitutional provision for a Department of Education. It 
is not there, as education is a matter reserved by the Constitution for 
the States as plainly spelled out in the 10 th Amendment. 

If a department of government is not mentioned in the United States 
Constitution, it is a prohibition of that department. 

Where in the Constitution is there empowerment for Departments of 
Agriculture, Education, Police protection, Federal banks. Federal 
judges, and Federal Health Departments? It is simply not there, so it 
is an inhibition or prohibition of these departments and organizations 
of the Federal Government. Let the people demand that Congress 
close them down. All that the Congress has done in the last 50 years 
or more is pile up on each other, thousands of laws which impinge 
on States rights. Congress has nothing better to do than spend its 
time dreaming up ways of imposing more and more Federal “laws” 
on the States. 

Then, to make matters worse, the Congress passes these so-called 
laws and expects the States to pay for them. There is not one single 
word in the Constitution that authorizes Congress to make the States 
pay for enforcing Federal Government legislation. 

There is no such provision in the Constitution that would oblige the 
States to pay for legislation passed by star-gazing liberals and I could 
cite hundreds of examples of such pieces of legislation. The States 
are not obliged to fund any Federal laws. Yet here we have the State 
of California stuck with an annual bill of $3.6 billion dollars, because 
the Federal Government has failed to guarantee a Republican form of 
government and daily allows and permits thousands upon thousands 
of illegal aliens to invade not only California, but dozens of other 
States also. 
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The powers of Congress are not absolute; they are delegated powers 
found in Article 1, Section 8, clauses 1-18. This is the total sum and 
substance of the powers of the Central government. Congress must 
appoint a commission of qualified persons to look into the question 
of civil rights. 

Such a commission would have to be made up of persons who have 
made a diligent study the Annals of Congress, the Congressional 
Globe and the Congressional Record for at least ten years. It is only 
persons who are thus qualified who understand the question of civil 
rights. Judges should be excluded as they have absolutely no 
understanding that civil rights laws are bogus. 

The great constitutional scholar, the late Senator Sam Ervin put the 
position very well in the Congressional Record, Senate, pages 
S3287-S3294, March 9, 1970: 

Now what is a bill of Attainder which is reported in Wallace 333? It 
is defined in Cummings vs. the State of Missouri, which I have just 
quoted. It is also defined in the case of U.S. vs. Lovett 328 U.S. 303. 

Legislative acts no matter what they are from that apply to indi¬ 
viduals or easily ascertainable members of a group in such a way 
as to inflict punishment on them without a judicial trial are bills of 
attainder prohibited by the Constitution. This is clear. It is clear the 
Voting Rights Act of 1966 constitutes both a bill of Attainder and 
expost facto law which punishes someone (or a class) for an act 
which was not a crime at the time the crime was committed. 

The Voting Rights Act precisely states: 

. . . The people of 39 counties of my State (North Carolina) by 
denying them the power to exercise a constitutional right, which is 
secured to them by four distinct provisions of the Constitution. 
These cases say that you do not have to punish people criminally. 
You punish people within the prohibition of a bill of Attainder 
whenever you deny them the power to exercise a right, whatever 
that right may be. 
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The original civil rights debates lasted 13 years and started in the 
middle of the Civil War, which in spite of the hundreds of books 
written about it, the issues that started the war have never been 
clearly defined. Mixed in with these civil rights debates of the period 
was voluminous Communists and Socialist propaganda. American 
history books by and large have glossed over or did not even 
mention the incursion of Communist agitators into the scene. 

The speeches made by the Hon. A.S. Merrimon of North Carolina, a 
senator who really understood these amendments, should be 
compulsory reading for every judge and also the justices of the 
Supreme Court. Sen. Merrimon was most emphatic on the limited 
powers of Congress: Mr. President, in the first place, in my judgment 
Congress has no power in the Constitution to pass the pending bill 
commonly called the civil rights bill, — and he was referring to the 
bill of 1866. 

B right ly’s Digest of the Laws of the United States says that Congress 
has no authority to pass civil rights bills. We know that the 
Socialist/Marxist Earl Warren Supreme Court nullified the 
Constitution in forcing and subverting the equal protection clause in 
violation of the balance of the Constitution. In other words, the 
Socialist/Marxist Earl Warren Court did its best to destroy the 
equipoise of the Constitution. 

The Warren Court took treason cases away from States courts where 
they properly belong, thereby robbing the States of their police 
powers, which is 100 percent unconstitutional. Warren isolated the 
1st Amendment and made it mean anything and everything the 
Socialists and Marxists wanted it to mean. 

Justices Frankfurter, Earl Warren and Warren Burger did inestimable 
damage to the States rights of police powers and police protection, 
and it ought to be a the highest priority of the Republican Party- 
dominated Congress to at least make a start toward rectifying the 
many palpably unconstitutional rulings handed down by these three 
justices, whose main job in life was to subvert the Constitution by 
amending it through judicial fiat, under the guise of interpreting it. 
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CHAPTER 17 

NATIONAL SUICIDE: 

THE 1965 IMMIGRATION REFORM ACT 


1 his is a subject considered too hot to handle by many politicians 

and writers, because they fear the invective of “racist” and of falling 
foul of unconstitutional so-called “race” and “hate” laws. 

This only further divides and inflames passion. In any case, such 
laws are unconstitutional. In 1920-1930, there was a resurgence of an 
attempt by the Socialists to take over the U.S. government, and 
nowhere more so than in the court system, the legislature and in the 
1960s, in the field of immigration. 

What the Socialists were unable to accomplish by a frontal assault on 
the U.S. through the Civil War, they tried to accomplish in the 1930s 
by massive infiltration of constitutional anarchists planted among the 
judiciary. Their efforts were largely a continuance of the 
Reconstruction period’s civil rights efforts, but, in the 1930s and 
1960s, the thrust was to a more subtle means of overthrowing the 
Union, in which immigration from non-Founding Father nations 
played a major role. 

The United States Constitution is the oldest written Constitution sur¬ 
viving in the world, a hindrance to world Socialism and as such, it 
remains under daily assault from constitutional anarchists; 
Communists and Socialists. But thus far, that marvelous document 
signed in Philadelphia in 1787, is meeting all tests and still stands as 
the supreme law of the land, although under ongoing savage and 
relentless attack by its enemies. 

The cement that bound the Framers of the Constitution together was 
the fact that all came from White, Western European Christian 
countries. This is no reflection upon any other group; nor is it casting 
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aspersions on any other group. It is simply a matter of cold, hard 
fact, which cannot be presented in any other way. 

Many students of the Constitution, (and I include myself), believe 
that the “common heritage” factor, more than anything else, is what 
made the Convention the great success it turned out to be, and what 
made the United States such a great country. In their deliberations 
the delegates to the constitutional convention frequently referred to 
“law of nations.” 

They were referring to Vattel’s Law of Nations, the “Bible” on which 
they based much of the policies later written into the Declaration of 
Independence, the United States Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
As a final safeguard, Clause 18 of the delegated powers was 
accepted: 

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the United States, or any 
department thereof 

The violation by the Federal Government of Section 9 (1) of the 
Constitution is what concerns us here: 

The migration of such persons as any state now existing shall think 
proper to admit shall not be prohibited by Congress prior to the year 
1908 but a tax or duty may be imposed on such importation, not 
exceeding ten dollars per person. 

Conversely, it was presumed that the States had the right to exclude 
such persons they did not think proper to admit. This premise was 
borne out by the Chinese Exclusion Act. (This was later repealed by 
Congress). 

States rights to exclude those they did not want to admit to their 
States has been ignored by Federal immigration laws, which allow 
nations whose nationals are not Western European and whose 
antecedents did not take part in the framing of the Constitution, 
preference over immigrants from Founding Father nations. 
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These observations, naturally, exclude the Negroes, territories and 
people who were later made part of the United States, such as Hawaii 
and the Pacific Island territories. 

The Founding Fathers obviously thought that it would make no sense 
to let people of every nation on Earth immigrate to the United States. 
It is clear from a reading of the Annals of Congress , the 
Congressional Globe and Congressional Record that mass immigra¬ 
tion of nationals other than from Christian European nations was 
never contemplated, considered nor planned, and would not have 
been permitted by the Framers. But then, who among the Founding 
Fathers could have envisaged that large numbers of Socialists, 
Communists and constitutional anarchists were to invade the United 
States in the 1920s-1930s, and that Franklin Roosevelt would set an 
agenda for national suicide by opening the immigration gates to all 
and sundry? Not one of the distinguished delegates to Philadelphia 
would have agreed to such a policy had it been brought up at the 
time, which is why the right of immigration was reserved to the 
States as to who they would admit, or not admit. 

An open immigration policy is in violation of the Constitution and of 
States rights. This error was compounded by the unconstitutional 
Immigration Reform Act of 1965. 

Americans are entitled to know their constitutional history and that 
their country was established as a Western European Christian 
nation, by Western European Christian White persons and that the 
U.S. was envisaged and expected to be a culturally particularist 
nation. 

Without attaching ourselves to this cultural particularist heritage — in 
accordance with the ideals of the Founding Fathers — we would 
never have become a nation in the vision of the Founding Fathers; 
and if we depart from their blueprint and go on in the way of a multi¬ 
ethnic divided nation, we will soon cease to be that people and a 
nation. We have the examples of ancient Greece and Rome to 
contemplate. 
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Frederic Bastiat, the great French philosopher, put paid to the idea 
that brotherly love for other than our own kind can be legislated. 
Why should expression of our particularist heritage be denied or 
classed as “racism” and “bigoted,” except to silence our legitimate 
right to be heard? When we dare to defend our traditional heritage it 
is called “reactionary and racist.” 

What is our heritage? It is what the Founding Fathers clearly spelled 
out, and what the Framers of the Constitution carved in granite: We 
are a peculiarist Western European and Christian nation. 

Now comes the Communists, Socialists -- constitutional anarchists 
in Congress and the Supreme Court, and they say: “No; you are a 
diverse nation,” and they try to stress diversity, and then they talk 
about “equal protection under law based on race.” 

In his work, Immigration and Migration-A Historical Perspective, 
published by the American Immigration Control Foundation, John 
Lukacs states there are those who are deeply concerned that if 
matters continue as they are at present: 

... It would lead not only to a gradual but a radical mutation in the 
composition of the American people (i.e. as a basically Christian 
West European nation) and the transformation of the very essence of 
the present civilization of the United States. 

As we shall see in the next chapter, the “transformation of the very 
essence of the present civilization of the United States” has already 
progressed so rapidly and so far, as to be impossible to turn back. 
America, as envisaged by the Founding Fathers has got less than 80 
years left before its Constitution is destroyed and the nation is 
swallowed up by those for whom citizenship was never the intention 
of the Framers of the Constitution. 

THE FOUNDING FATHERS NATIONAL LEGACY FOR 
THE UNITED STATES 

Nowhere was this ideal of the national heritage left to us by the 
Founding Fathers expressly implied so well and in such a forceful 
manner than it was by Edmund Burke in 1790: 
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But one of the first and most leading principles on which com¬ 
monwealth and the laws are consecrated, is lest the temporary 
possessors and life — renters in it, unmindful of what they have 
received from their ancestors, or of what is due to their posterity, 
should act as if they were the entire masters; that they should not 
think it amongst their rights to cut off the entail, or commit waste on 
the inheritance, by destroying at their pleasure, the whole original 
fabric of their society; hazarding to leave to those who come after 
them, a ruin instead of a habitation — and teaching these successors 
as little to respect their contrivances as they themselves respected 
the institutions of their forefathers. 

By this unprincipled facility of changing the state, as often, and as 
much, and in as many ways as there are floating fancies or fashions, 
the whole chain and continuity of the commonwealth would be 
broken. No one generation could link with another. Men would 
become little better than the flies of a summer. (From Reflections on 
the Revolution in France). 

In his book, A Turn to the South, author V.S. Naipaul shows 
conclusively that it is not only whites who are concerned about the 
catastrophe in the making. Blacks also are very uneasy about this 
new mass migration of other cultures and other people not of 
Founding Fathers stock and origin. 

On pages E7552-E7554, Congressional Record, Senate, August 22, 
1968, Senator Ervin said: 

The Supreme Court found something new in the 14 lh Amendment that 
said the people of California cannot repeal their own open occu¬ 
pancy law enacted. In another, most amazing case, the court held in 
Achenbach vs. Morgan that the 14 th Amendment empowers Congress 
to abolish New York’s English language voter requirement and 
substitute it for a newly created Federal voting qualification, even 
though the Court conceded that the English language requirement 
was reasonable and non-discriminatory. 

Here we see the Federal Government busily undermining States 
rights, especially the 10 th Amendment, and even more ominous, we 
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see newly arrived non-European, non-Founding Fathers groups 
seeking “rights” for their languages and customs. 

In another equally astonishing case, Kevishon vs. the Board of 
Regents in New York City and in the Robel case, the Court held it 
“constitutional” for Communists to teach in our schools. 

This was done at the behest of constitutional anarchists who were not 
judges, but “Social Fixers” appointed by Socialist Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, to circumvent the Constitution. I refer to Justices 
Frankfurter, Fortas, Douglas, Black, Warren, Burger, and later, 
Eisenhower appointee Brennan among others, who perfectly fit the 
definition, “Social Fixers.” No wonder that the New York State 
Commissioner of Education said: We are becoming a different 
people. 

If we examine immigration population statistics, there emerges the 
inescapable fact that unless the trend is halted by the year 2085, a 
scant few years from now; America will have been transformed into 
an Asian-Hispanic -- other nationalities-nation in which Founding 
Fathers Americans will be a minority — absolutely not what the 
Founding Fathers intended. 

What is the aim of the constitutional Anarchist, Communists, 
Socialists and Nihilists? In short, it is to drown the nation founded by 
the Framers of the Constitution in a flood-tide of peoples of a 
different racial and ideological background who were not included in 
the Declaration of Independence, the Bill of Rights and the U.S. 
Constitution. A fearlessly outspoken Judge Roger Taney, the most 
learned and incorruptible judge ever to grace a judicial bench, made 
the intention of the Founding Fathers crystal-clear. 

Page 3216, Congressional Globe: 

The words ‘people of the United States’ and ‘ citizens’ are synony¬ 
mous terms and mean the same thing. They both describe the 
political body who according to our republican institutions, form the 
sovereignty and hold the power and conduct of Government through 
their representatives ... 
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They are what we familiarly call ‘the sovereign people’ and every 
citizen is one of these people and a constituent membership of this 
sovereignty. The question before us is whether the class of persons 
described in this plea abatement comprises a portion of this people 
and are constituent members of this sovereignty? We think not. They 
were not included and were not intended to be included under the 
word ‘citizens’ in the Constitution and cannot claim the rights and 
privileges which the instrument provides for a secure United States. 

The granting of citizenship to such persons would fall in with the 
plans of the constitutional anarchists, changing forever the way the 
United States was envisaged and construed by the Founding Fathers 
through the Constitution, in a manner most detrimental to their 
expressed wishes and desires. 

We are duty-bound to face up to reality: Such changes are already 
having the most profound consequences for our national heritage. 
America’s culture has nothing to do with Asian-Indian culture, or 
Zulu culture, or Kurdistan culture, or Taiwanese culture, or 
Congolese culture or Vietnamese culture or Mexican culture. 

The Founding Fathers had one culture in mind, that being Western 
Christian culture. Not that we have anything against these other 
nations and their cultures; it is simply not America’s culture and 
America has nothing in common with Mahatma Ghandi’s 
philosophies, which are an anathema to our Declaration of 
Independence, our Constitution and the manner in which the 
Founding Fathers structured the United States. What communion do 
we have with these people? The answer is none, yet it is they who 
will have the majority, not us, by the year 2085. It is they who will 
have the majority, and the Socialist/Marxist/Communists are looking 
forward to the day when they will be able to destroy the Constitution 
by way of constitutional amendments, voted on by democratic mob 
rule, people totally in ignorance of the Constitution. That is, of 
course, the intent and purpose of the sponsors of the 1965 
Immigration Reform Act. 

The deceitful Immigration Reform Act of 1965 was deliberately 
written to change the racial oneness and identity of the United States. 
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Whenever we see the word “reform,” we can be sure that the 
Socialists are hard at work underground, helped by the miners and 
sappers of the judicial branch. Unlimited diversity is not wonderful 
for this country. It is a wrecker’s ball. Yet, we who have the most to 
lose have been silenced by threats of “race hatred” prosecutions, a 
bill of attainder forbidden by the Constitution. Our right to free 
speech has been trodden underfoot by smear words “bigots” and 
“racists.” Nationally, we are afraid to exercise the right of free 
speech handed down to us by our Founding Fathers lest we fall foul 
of the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU). 

As Senator Ervin pointed out during the debate on the 1965 bill, it 
didn’t eliminate discrimination against other nationals, but it ushered 
in a new era of discrimination against immigrants from Western 
Europe. Ervin said most emphatically that it was right and proper to 
defend the immigration quotas of Western European Christian 
nations against the inroads of non-Founding Fathers nations. He 
emphasized again and again; it was the former who had built 
America. No one chose to smear Senator Ervin with “racist” epithets 
at the time he made his profound observations, and none dare do it 
today. The Act also discriminates against African-Americans. 
(Emphasis added) 

Before 1965, in spite of the efforts of the Roosevelt constitutional 
anarchist “fixers,” the bulk of immigrants, 89 percent, were still 
coming from Western Europe. But in 1965, the trend was reversed: 
we now have 90 percent of legal immigrants coming from non- 
Christian non-Westem non-European countries. This amazing 
number of what I call non-Founding Fathers immigrants is twice the 
number of immigrants allowed by all other countries of the world, 
combined. America’s national suicide immigration policy has got to 
be halted immediately. It is that, or death of the nation as structured 
by the Founding Fathers. Constitutional anarchists would have us 
believe that America is merely a political entity, and in the words of 
one of the purveyors of this notion, Justice Cruz Reynoso of the 
California Supreme Court: 

America is not a cultural, linguistic, religious or racial union. 
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That being the case, why not admit Iranians, Ghanaians, Algerians, 
Brahmins, Congolese, Sudanese, Moroccans, Indonesians, Tibetans, 
Zulus, Libyans, Mongolians, Berbers, Taurags, Sinhalese and every 
nation on Earth, and why not let us have a Federal Tower of Babel 
Civil Rights Division and give each language group unequal rights to 
see that none is “discriminated” against? 

In 1921 Congress passed a national origin quota with the intention of 
slowing down the rush of non-Founding Fathers immigrants from 
Eastern Europe. The act was not disguised in any way. It was 
intended to secure for posterity that immigrants coming from 
Western European Christian nations remain in the majority. It was 
intended to preserve America’s composition, reconfirmed by the 
McCarren-Walter Act of 1952, which substantially limited 
immigration from countries outside of Western European Christian 
countries. 

Asian countries were limited to 100 persons a year, but “refugees” 
was added to the wording and thus swelled the number of non- 
Westem immigrants by hundreds of thousands more. 

What could be clearer than the 1921 national origin quota laws? Was 
Judge Taney a “bigoted racist?” Or was he merely spelling out what 
the Founding Fathers and the Framers of the Constitution held 
desirable for the United States? Under the Taney ruling, none of the 
masses of non-Westem European “immigrants” who have flooded 
these shores could be included in We, the People. 

Washington Times writers Sam Francis and Paul Craig Roberts, both 
view the problem in this light. 

Roberts wrote a piece in which he said: 

Not since the Roman Empire was overrun by illegal aliens in the fifth 
century has the world experienced the massive population move¬ 
ments of recent years. 

Both writers talk about the growing danger of “Third World 
American cities;” Roberts says that in excess of 3 million illegal 
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aliens come to the United States each year. By 2010 this number will 
have swelled to 10 million or more, and they probably have five 
million children or more, swelling the total to at least eight million a 
year. 

Immigration, more so legal immigration, is the most pressing prob¬ 
lem of 2010, and if the United States does not scrap the Immigration 
Reform Act of 1965, we will end up with untold millions of non- 
Founding Fathers immigrants denied entry into France, Britain, 
Germany, Spain and the Scandinavian countries. With populations of 
the non-European nations doubling every 25 years, what we are 
looking at is a veritable nightmare scenario. 

The 1965 Immigration Reform Act is an invitation to the world at 
large to send their unwanted human cargoes to our shores to shove 
out Founding Fathers Americans. When pushing his bill S500, 
Senator Edward Kennedy blatantly and purposefully lied about the 
intentions of the measure: 

. . . Contrary to the charges in some quarters, S500 will not inundate 
America with immigrants from any one country or area, or the most 
populated and economically deprived nations of Africa and Asia ... 

in the final analyses, the ethnic pattern of immigration under the 
proposed measure is not expected to change sharply as the critics 
seem to think. 

Yet, that is exactly what has happened. Kennedy knew it; he was 
being untruthful with the Senate and the American people, and he 
did it deliberately and with full knowledge. Another Socialist 
dissembler was Nicholas Katzenbach, an unelected official who 
announced to the Senate subcommittee on immigration that the 
object of the bill was to eliminate the national origins quota system, 
but not to increase immigration. What right did Katzenbach have to 
change our national origin quota system? The answer is that he had 
absolutely no right to do any such thing, but he did it just the same: 
We don’t care about the place or circumstances of your birth. 
(Ignoring the Founding Fathers) What we care about is what you can 
contribute. 
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This was conniving deception at its worst. Naturally, the Founding 
Fathers would have cared about the national origin of the flood of 
immigrants as it was of paramount importance to the survival of their 
descendants. Added to the problems raised by the 1965 Act was the 
provision that allowed admittance of hundreds of thousands of rela¬ 
tives in unprecedented numbers. They came from China and other 
Asian countries (particularly India and Pakistan) and the percentage 
of Christian Western Europeans (and families) fell to less that four 
percent of the total. 

Bill S500 was a national disaster for Founding Fathers Americans. 
To this day there is no ceiling on these extended families, which in 
the case of Asians (especially Indians and Pakistanis) runs into 
hundreds of members per family. 

This has created an immigration situation that will lead to the demise 
of Founding Fathers America in a short space of time. Family 
preference continues to hog immigration quotas and 99.9 percent of 
the quotas are allocated to non-Westem European, non-Christian 
countries. 

Senator Ervin, a voice crying in the wilderness, took on Socialist 
traitor. Secretary of State Dean Rusk, and this is what transpired: 

Senator Ervin: 

That racial and national origin discrimination, I think it is a very 
important thing for us to pursue . . . The fact that the McCarren- 
Walter Act gives preference to these ethnic groups 1 have mentioned 
(Western Europeans) is the objection to it, isn’t it? 

Secretary Rusk: 

Yes, as opposed to others all over the world. 

What an audacious admission by yet another unelected official! 
What obligation was there upon American citizens of Western 
European descent who populated and made great the United States, 
the people whose national origin was the underlying reason for the 
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success of the United States; what reason was there for them to be 
looked upon as second-class citizens to make way for immigrants 
from non-European, non-Christian countries; those who had 
contributed exactly nothing to the success of the United States? 

These alien nations were very different to the European immigrants 
who had made America the greatest nation in the world. Their 
cultures had no conception of such things as liberty and justice for 
all. They had absolutely no idea what the Constitution was about. 
The ideals of the Constitution were and are, foreign to them, and will 
forever so remain. There was no reason for traitor Rusk to be 
concerned about such alien nations. 

Senator Ervin: 

Mr. Secretary, do you know of any people in the world that have 
contributed more to making America than those groups? (Western 
Europeans) In other words, you take the English-speaking people; 
they gave us our language, they gave us our common law, they gave 
us a large part of our political philosophy . . . The reason I say this 
bill is discriminatory against these people is because it puts them on 
exactly the same plane as the people of Ethiopia are put, where the 
people of Ethiopia have the same right to come to the United States 
under this bill as the people from England, the people of France, the 
people of Germany, the people of Holland, and / don’t think ... I 
don’t know any contributions that Ethiopia has made to the making 
of America. 

Continuing in the same vein. Senator Ervin stated: 

The point I am making is, we discriminate in every day in every 
phase of life, we discriminate in law, we make them in our personal 
actions, we discriminate in our opinions . . . We discriminate by the 
girls we marry, choose one and object to the other, or they object to 
us. The only possible charge of discrimination in the McCarran- 
Walter Act is that it discriminates in favor of the people who made 
the greatest contribution to America, (the Christian White Western 
European races) and this bill puts them on the same plane as 
everybody else on Earth. 
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/ do not think you could draft an immigration bill in which you do 
not discriminate. I think discrimination is ordinarily the exercise of 
intelligence to make conscious choices ... We always discriminate, 
only the basis of it is different, each of us thinks our way is wise and 
right. 

I think there is a rational basis and a reasonable basis to give 
preference to Holland over Afghanistan, and I hope I am not 
entertaining a very iniquitous thought when I entertain that honest 
opinion. 

In his statement of fact, Senator Ervin lifted the debate above and 
beyond where it could be called “racist” or “bigoted.” But an honest 
opinion in favor of Founding Father Western European immigrants 
was the last thing the constitutional anarchists, Dean Rusk and the 
Socialists in control of the Democrat Party wanted to hear, and so the 
wisdom of Senator Sam Ervin was lost in the irrational, irresponsible 
babble from the Tower of Babel -- as was the intention of the 
Socialist-Communist constitutional anarchists. 

Senator Ervin did not need to make an apology when none is needed. 
In fact his statement should have reverberated across the land. 
Millions should have heard it, but instead, it got buried in the 
Congressional Record, which only a few legislators read. 

We must recognize for once and for all, above the Socialist slander 
and name-calling: America has the moral and legal right and an 
obligation to control immigration on one basis and one basis only, 
that basis being its distinctive Western European Christian make-up, 
its English language, its cultural heritage which produced the 
Founding Fathers and the Constitution, the Declaration of 
Independence and the Bill of Rights. I will say it more than once in 
this book; when we read or hear the word “reform,” then we know 
we are dealing with constitutional anarchist-socialist nihilist change- 
agents, whose motives are always inimical to the best interests of the 
United States. 

Although Senator Ervin chose an African country to make his point, 
he could have chosen any non-Westem European, non-Christian 
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nation. Starting in the 1880s, a conscious attempt was made to 
exclude Asians from coming to the United States. 

In 1943, a quota of 100 per Asian country was set, and the McCarran 
Act of 1952 further reinforced the intention of the Founding Fathers 
by limiting to 2000 the total number of Asians admitted in any one 
year from all Asian countries. It was principally this stumbling block 
to socializing America that socialist constitutional anarchists Dean 
Rusk, Kennedy and Katzenbach sought to remove. To disguise what 
they were doing, they had every left-wing professor, every 
newspaper and magazine in the country and the three main television 
stations begin to extol the virtues of “multiculturalism.” 

Now, bear in mind, this is an old Communist trick taken straight out 
of the pages of the Communist Manifesto of 1848: destroy and break 
down the national character, thereby weakening the country’s 
national sovereignty and making it ripe for a takeover. The left wing 
mouthpiece for Communism, The Nation put it this way: 

America is being overrun by immigrants. In one sense, of course, this 
is true, but in that sense it has been true since Christopher Columbus 
arrived. Except for the real Native Americans, we are a nation of 
immigrants. Much of the anti-immigration fervor is directed against 
the undocumented, but they make up only 13 percent of all 
immigrants residing in the United States ... 

The point is not that the illegal immigrants make up “only 13 per¬ 
cent,” but that they are here at all. How can we defend people who 
break our laws and continue to break them by excusing them because 
they are only a small percentage of the total? To do this is to miss the 
point. 

In California these lawbreakers are costing the State in excess of 
$3.6 billion annually. That is a huge sum of money by any standards. 
The question is: Why is the situation tolerated at all? The simple 
answer is; it shouldn’t. 

To quote Alexander Hamilton: 
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Where, then, is the virtuous pride that once distinguished 
Americans? Where the indignant spirit, which in defense of 
principal, hazarded a revolution to attain that independence, now 
insidiously attacked? 

Where indeed, when no national outcry followed the outrageous 
“reforms” to immigration slammed through the legislature in 1965 
without public debate and without We, the People, ever having had a 
chance to gainsay the Socialist-Communist Democrat constitutional 
anarchists? 

A most profound event occurred in 1965 — one that forever changed 
the face of Western Christian America. Had a foreign army invaded 
the United States in 1965, it could not have accomplished as much or 
done as much damage as what Katzenbach, Rusk and Kennedy 
accomplished, and it was done without firing a shot. 

Moreover, instead of being a so-called melting pot, what is 
developing in the U.S. is exclusion multiculturalism in which each 
group seeks to keep to its own habits and customs, all the time 
demanding “equal rights” for its culture. In effect, the United States 
has become an extension of China, India, Haiti, Nigeria, Mexico and 
Pakistan. 

Supreme Court Justice Stephen Field noted this in 1884 when he 
wrote that the Chinese . . . Have remained among us a separate 
people, retaining their original peculiarities of dress, manners, 
habits, and modes of living, which are as marked as their complexion 
and language. Five years later, he upheld the exclusion of Chinese 
immigrants. Can it be said of Justice Field that he was a “racist?” I 
believe not. He was, after all, looking to preserve America’s Anglo- 
Saxon, Nordic Alpine, Franco, Germanic heritage in the best 
traditions of the Founding Fathers. This does not mean depriving the 
American Indian and Negro of their rights. They must continue to 
enjoy full protection and all rights accorded the majority. However, 
those of other races who are being admitted must be absolutely 
willing to adopt the civilization, the heritage and the English 
language of the Founding Fathers as African-Americans have done 
and not try to start their own colonies inside the United States. 
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It is now politically correct to talk of multiculturalism as a benefit. 
But what nation has had an infusion of many different cultures and 
survive as the original nation? 

Ancient Rome and Greece were not able to survive 
“multiculturalism” and neither will the United States, which is, of 
course, the goal of the constitutional anarchists based upon the 
Communist Manifesto of 1848. And in pushing multiculturalism, the 
heritage left to Americans by the Founding Fathers is constantly 
under attack, and this is going on in our schools. 

Look at the report from the New York State Commissioner of 
Education, which is titled, A Curriculum of Inclusion. It states: 

African Americans, Asian Americans, Puerto Ricans and Native 
Americans — the Socialist name for American Indians — have all 
been oppressed. This oppression consists of the fact that a systematic 
bias toward European culture and its derivatives (has) a terribly 
damaging effect on the psyche of young people of African, Asian, 
Latino and Native American descent. 

To correct this alleged “oppression” — and it is worth mentioning 
that this kind of thing is not encountered in the schools of Britain, 
Denmark, Germany and France, but only in the United States — 
Asian, Hispanic and African history and culture must be “equally 
valued.” 

Why not then equally value the culture of the Zulus, the Malays, the 
Papuans, Pathans, Hottentots, Bushmen, Iranians, Ugandans, Kurds, 
the Sudanese, Kenyans, Mongols, Tibetans, Laotians; the Libyans, 
the Algerians, the Sudanese? Why limit “equally valued” culture? 

Of course what the report really means is that “equality” is to be 
achieved through a never-ending attack on Western European 
Founding Fathers America and a constant vilification of all that our 
Western European descendants left for posterity, with constant 
concessions — giving up constitutional rights -- by the original 
Founding Fathers group. 
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The Pilgrims are explained away as the product “individuals and 
nations that were ready to ‘discover’ and invade and conquer foreign 
land because of greed, racism and national egoism.” 

Writer Molefi Kete Kamiya says: 

There is no common American culture as claimed by the defenders of 
the status quo. (Read U.S. Constitution) There is a hegemonic 
culture to be sure, pushed as it were as a common culture. 

This is a more forthright view of “multiculturalism,” which past 
civilizations show, fragmented into different cultures. It does not 
unite, but rather divides a nation. 

Veering away from his praise of “multiculturalism,” Kamiya finally 
concludes as follows: 

It is an inescapable fact that throughout most of the history of the 
West, a constellation of forces, including but not limited to sexism (a 
modern inflexible-word invention of the Socialists and taken directly 
out of the hard core Communist Kollontai’s writings) and racism, 
largely restricted cultural access to European males of the upper 
classes. But one can deplore that, and still return with ever-renewed 
wonders to the great achievements of the Western tradition - a 
tradition, as many observers have pointed out, that itself created the 
freedom that allows its opponents to attack it. 

This is precisely what the great constitutional scholar Ervin told the 
disreputable constitutional anarchists, Edward Kennedy and Dean 
Rusk. Social scientist Andrew Hacker is quoted by Kamiya as 
believing, “America is two nations” and law professor Derrick Bell 
says that “racism is permanent and that American society is racist in 
its essence.” 

Kamiya goes on to say: 

If this is true, it logically follows that if whites refuse to acknowledge 
that they are racist, they are in denial (which is) taken as prima facia 
evidence of racism. 
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These statements from the left show just how difficult it is to lift the 
issues posed by unlimited, uncontrolled immigration spawned by the 
1965 Immigration Reform Act, above a name-calling level, and to 
deal with it, without falling foul of so-called “race laws” and “hate 
crimes,” which by the way is not expressed in the Constitution and 
Bill of Rights, and is therefore, an expost facto violation and a bill of 
attainder and therefore a prohibition of “hate crimes.” Senator 
Ervin’s position was that the United States could not afford to depart 
from its existing Western European culture and racial make up, but 
the enemies of the United States had other goals in mind. 

Senator Edward Kennedy misled the committee on which Ervin sat: 

. . . S500 would make no such radical changes . . . but the extreme 
case should set to rest any fears that this bill will change the ethnic, 
political or economic make up of the United States. 

Yet, a scant 36 years after Kennedy gave his assurance, there is an 
extreme change in the ethnic, political, and economic make-up of the 
United States, the end of which is not yet in sight. 

The immigration issue is not behind us, it lies ahead of us, to 
paraphrase France’s minister of immigration affairs. In reply to 
further question by Senator Ervin, Labor Secretary Willard Wirtz, 
another unelected official, said: 

I just want to make this point because the argument that the cultural 
pattern of the U.S. will change needs to be answered. Our cultural 
pattern will never be changed as far as America is concerned. 

As for Dean Rusk, his reason for opening the immigration doors 
wide to other nations was that we had offended some of them. He 
said our relations with Asian countries were being damaged by our 
immigration laws and he went on to assure the committee: 

We’re not complaining about numbers but about the principal of 
total exclusion which they considered discriminatory. 


173 



Dr. John Coleman 


Here Rusk uttered an outrageous lie. Rusk further assured the 
committee that the bill would not result in massive Asian 
immigration to the United States. Rusk assured the committee, and it 
was likely that he was committing perjury at the time, that the United 
States would not be asked to take in more than 16,000 Asian 
immigrants a year. 

Yet, by 1985, Asian immigration reached 250,000 a year. Unless this 
is checked, by the year 2035 we will have an Asian population of 
9.86 million, or put another way, an increase of 600 percent in the 
number of Asian immigrants over 36 years. 

No nation can stand that kind of a dilution and still survive as an 
original nation. What would happen to France if almost 10 million 
Asians were admitted to that country? France would no longer be 
France! 

Why not just admit 10 million Iranians, Turks, Kurds and Zulus, 
Patagonians, Tibetans, Algerians, Berbers, Bushmen, Hottentots, and 
Papuans while we are at it? Why stop at Asians being allowed 
unlimited entry into the United States? Isn’t that discriminating 
against other nations? 

We must pause and take note of the type of ammunition used against 
those who sought to bring the truth about immigration to the 
American people. They were falsely accused of harassment, 
intimidation, and the favorite, discrimination; all flexible words 
turned inflexible by the socialists and anarchists. Let me say that not 
one of these words is in the Constitution, yet they are used by courts 
on a regular basis as if they were. 

Take the fatuous House Bill 2703. This bill purports to prohibit 
certain kinds of harassment against a person because of his or her 
race, color, religion, ancestry, sex, marital status, national origin, etc. 
Where do we find the word “harassment” in the Constitution? It just 
isn’t there, yet a law is built around it, because of the wishes of star 
gazing incendiary liberals who know nothing about constitutional 
law. Today, constitutional anarchist Charles Schumer and Clinton 
use the word “terror” in the same indiscriminate way, even though it 
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is not in the Constitution. It was the Communists who started the use 
words like “discrimination, intimidation and harassment.” 

Another Communist word is “desegregation.” None of these words 
are found in the Constitution; thus they are inhibited by the 
Constitution. So many of the so-called “civil rights” laws are based 
on the 14 th Amendment, but the 14 th Amendment for instance never 
mentions “race” as a condition for equal protection of the law, nor 
can anything be based upon it, because the 14 th Amendment has 
never been ratified. This is a mere excuse to make a case for “special 
rights” for immigrants not of the Founding Fathers Western 
European races. 

The 1965 Immigration Reform Act went a long way toward fulfilling 
Socialist dreams and aspirations, as explained by Kotkin and 
Kishimoto, who demanded that the U.S. forget its Western 
European-British history and “pay more attention to Asian history 
and culture.” Without giving one single valid reason why the United 
States, in violation of its Western European Christian culture and 
heritage, should aspire to be a “world nation?” 

The 1965 Immigration Reform Act was revolutionary and only 
Senator Ervin stood like Horatio at the Bridge trying to hold back the 
flood tide from India, Asia, Africa and South America. This far- 
reaching piece of constitutional anarchy legislation escaped public 
scrutiny and public debate. In contravention of the Constitution, We, 
the People, were not given any say or allowed to participate in what 
should have been a national referendum. States rights were utterly 
violated. This Act should have been repealed post-haste. 

Above all, the 1965 immigration act is illegal. It would have required 
a constitutional amendment properly ratified by all of the States to 
become law. Using arbitrary power forbidden by the Constitution, 
the Democrat Socialist Party majority in the House and Senate, 
without public participation in the debate or consultation, brought 
about a revolution in the United States. It was one of the dirtiest, 
most sneaky blows ever dealt to this nation by Dean Rusk and his 
fellow Constitutional Anarchists and shows just why democracy has 
such a history of failure. 
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History shows that diversity weakens nations, and eventually, it is 
their undoing. This will happen in the U.S. unless we take decisive 
action against the enemies who constantly threaten U.S. sovereignty. 

To the rest of the world, America is typified by what theologian Will 
Herberg said: 

The American’s image of himself is still the Anglo-American ideal it 
was at the beginning of our independent existence. The ‘national 
type’ as ideal has always been and remains pretty well fixed. It is the 
Mayflower , John Smith, Davy Crockett, George Washington and 
Abraham Lincoln that define America’s self image, and this is true 
whether the American in question is a descendant of the Pilgrims or 
the grandson of an immigrant from Eastern Europe. 

“Multiculturalism” has a history of violent failure as one of the 
worst aspects of democracy by mob rule. Cultural diversity is a 
myth; it can never be sustained. It is a vacuous idea to repeat parrot- 
fashion, “this country was built on diversity.” It was not! If there was 
any diversity, it was contained in the mold and form of differences 
among the family of Western European Christian nations. Non- 
Western, non-Christian nations were never considered by the 
Founding Fathers. They were never featured in the discussions at the 
Convention. In any case such an idea would have been rejected, 
outright, even if non-Westem people had been a part of the 
population in 1776. Just in case we think that those other races now 
flooding the country are on par with our Western European ancestry, 
see what John Lukacs, a Hungarian-born immigrant had to say on the 
issue: 

. . . The English-speaking character of the United States must not be 
taken for granted . . . The still extant freedoms of Americans — all 
Americans — are inseparable from their English-speaking roots . . . 
The freedoms granted by the Constitution and the consequent 
prosperity and relative stability of the country flowing there from — 
were not abstract liberties, but English liberties, dependent on 
practical as well as sentimental attachments and habits of English 
law. 
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There is already a denial that there is such a thing as our Anglo- 
Saxon heritage. Americans are not being given the facts. 
Uncontrolled immigration made possible by the 1965 Immigration 
Reform Act has led to a moral decline. A divided society is making 
for the degeneration of morality from which we will not recover. 
Liberals point to the recovery of France after the French Revolution, 
but that was only possible because France continued to be a single 
nation; its people were French, not a mixture of almost every other 
nation on Earth as is the case with America in 2008. 

As Christopher Lasch put it in his work. The Obsolescence of Left 
and Right, published in 1989, America is continuing “ ... the slide 
into apathy, hedonism and moral chaos.” 

Only by informed opinion can this issue be made into the hottest 
political issue, one the Republican majority in the House will be 
forced to confront. As The Washington Times staff writers Samuel 
Francis and Paul Craig Roberts put it: 

Let’s regain control of our borders . . . Not since Genghis Khan 
galloped out of the Asian steppes has We stern-Europe and the 
United States encountered such an alien invasion . . . Not since the 
Roman Empire was overrun by illegal aliens in the fifth century has 
the world experienced such massive population movements of recent 
years. 

In their book Citizenship Without Consent, Peter H. Schuk and Roger 
M. Smith state that we need to change the current utterly false notion 
that the 14 th Amendment gives automatic citizenship to children bom 
in the United States of illegal aliens. 

1 his gross distortion has no constitutional basis. Congressional 
Record , Senate, March 1926, pages 327-329: 

The Constitution has established citizenship in this Republic in which 
race questions are not present and cannot be introduced. (Therefore 
no so-called civil rights act can introduce race as a group or any 
other group, either). 
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The proclamation of the Constitution is: 

All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and to the 
States wherein they reside. 

The term, “and subject to the jurisdiction thereof,” rules out children 
born on U.S. soil of parents who are illegal aliens, as such illegal 
aliens are not “subject to the jurisdiction thereof’ (the United States) 
or “the State wherein they reside.” As children follow the condition 
of the parents, that is, if the parents are illegal aliens, then so are their 
children. Under unbearable pressure from constitutional anarchists 
Dean Rusk, Franklin Roosevelt, the Kennedy’s, Metzenbaum, Boxer 
and Feinstein; Americans of the traditional Founding Fathers, Davy 
Crockett, George Washington, Daniel Webster, Patrick Henry, have 
been denied their cultural heritage ever since the advent of the 1965 
Immigration Reform Act; in short, they are discriminated against and 
today, we stand at the point so clearly defined by Alexander 
Hamilton in 1802: 

The safety of our republic depends essentially on the energy of a 
common national sentiment; on a uniformity of principles and 
habits; on the exemption of the citizens from foreign bias and 
prejudice; and on that love of country which will most invariably be 
found to be closely connected with birth, education, family. The 
opinion ... is correct that foreigners will generally be apt to bring 
with them attachments to the persons left behind; to the country of 
their nativity, and to its particular customs and manners . . . The 
influx of foreigners must, therefore, tend to produce a heterogeneous 
compound; to change and corrupt the national spirit; to complicate 
and confound public opinion; to intrude foreign propensities. In 
proportion to their numbers, they will share with us the legislation. 
They will infuse into it their spirit, warp and bias, its direction, and 
render it a heterogeneous, incoherent, distracted mass. . . 

Suppose 20 million republican Americans were thrown all of a 
sudden into France, what would be the condition of the kingdom? If 
it would be more turbulent, less happy, less strong, we believe that 
the addition of half a million foreigners to our present numbers 
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would have the same effect here. Were Hamilton’s observations 
“racism” or “bigotry?” No, they were mere intellectual common 
sense usage words and let us not forget that the basis of the 
Constitution of the United States is common sense. We have seen the 
problems unleashed by the Federal Government rashly giving 
privileges to other cultures, simply because they are in the minority. 

The Voting Rights Act, the establishment of the Department of 
Education, the Civil Rights Act and Affirmative Action; these things 
have tom and rent the fabric of American society. They have not 
made of us “One Nation under God” nor engendered feelings of 
brotherly love. Nor will that ever happen. Instead, to paraphrase 
Burke: We have become a nation of summer flies. Biblical theism 
is expressed in the Declaration of Independence in the words that 
God has endowed men with inalienable rights. But this is not the true 
meaning of the words “inalienable rights.” 

The true meaning is that when the colonists left England, they left 
behind bad and corrupt laws and took with them the best, most 
honest, reliable, upright, proper laws with integrity, which they 
brought to America. This is all “inalienable rights” mean. 

If America continues on the path to destruction, we shall have 
established rights for about fifty different cultures and languages, all 
of which will demand that laws and regulations be printed in their 
particular language and that their languages must have “equal rights” 
in schools. 

We will have radical pluralism in full cry and this will give rise to a 
new threat to our liberty, by reason of the demands that the 
inequality of cultures must be overcome by legislation. One cannot 
begin to imagine what kinds of legal battles are going to arise before 
the year 2035 over “rights” issues. 

What I foresee is an America, sinking into the morass of “rights” in 
the name of “democratic” multiculturalism and diversity as “cultural 
equality” swallows up America of Western European Christian white 
descent, the America of the Founding Fathers. The preposition here 
is that the Western European Founding Fathers Americans will lose 
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their identity in order to grant non-western immigrants rights, which 
they did nothing to help establish in the early history of the U.S., and 
a Constitution and Bill of Rights of which they have little or no 
understanding and care even less about. If 20 million Americans 
were forced upon Cambodia, Mexico, or Nigeria, it would be called 
“American imperialism.” 

William McDougall’s book. Is America Safe for Democracy, says it 
better than anything I have encountered: 

As I watch the American nation speeding gaily with invincible 
optimism down the road to destruction, I seem to be contemplating 
the greatest tragedy in the history of mankind. 

One wonders when Western European Founding Fathers Americans 
are going to wake up and realize just what is happening to the nation 
they built on this continent? 

Open immigration is indeed the road to national suicide; its purpose 
perfectly clear: The United States is being turned into a “global” 
Third World nation. It is up to We, the People, to decide whether we 
want to stay on that road or get off it as a matter of extreme urgency. 
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CHAPTER 18 

EXECUTIVE ORDERS ARE UNCONSTITIONAL 
PROCLAMATIONS 


I he Legislature, the Judiciary and the Executive have in thousands 

of instances tried to nullify the U.S. Constitution through the 
expedient of so-called “Executive orders.” 

When Lincoln issued his Executive Order # 1 declaring Martial law, 
he committed treason under the 1861 Treason Act. 

On May 14, 1998 President Clinton issued Executive Order # 13083. 
Between 1998 and 2007 thousands more Executive Orders have been 
issued. All U.S. presidents since Lincoln are guilty of violating their 
oath of office by issuing “Executive orders.” 

The intent of the tyranny can be revealed by the content of Executive 
Order #13803: 

It usurps State powers and replaces them with Federal controls. 
That could mean that the Federal Government can use Federal 
troops against its citizens , forbidden by the U.S. Constitution, but 
purportedly set aside by the Civil Rights Act of 1866 , which 
authorizes the use of naval and land forces inside the U.S. to 
enforce that Act. And it can be instituted by an Emergency Act at 
any time. 

In 1933 Congressman Beck put it this way: 

I think of all the damnable heresies that have ever been suggested in 
connection with the Constitution, the Doctrine of Emergency is the 
worst. It means that when Congress declares an emergency, there is 
no longer a Constitution. 
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It amazes me why this situation is allowed to stand, year after year, 
for if the president can act like a king and pass any “law” his heart 
desires, then what need do we have of a Senate and House of 
Representatives? If the American people are satisfied with a king in 
the White House, let them send the Senators and Representatives 
home and save the people vast amounts of money by not having to 
pay their salaries. 

This is no idle statement. “Executive Orders” are proclamations that 
violate the oath of office taken by the president to support and 
uphold the Constitution and trample the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights. 

In 1973 Senator Frank Church chaired a special Senate committee. 
The Special Committee on the termination of the National 
Emergency, to go into the use of Emergency powers by Richard 
Nixon. 

The report stated: 

Since March 9 1993 the United States has been in a state of declared 
emergency . . . hundreds of statutes delegate to the President 
extraordinary powers . . . This vast range of powers, taken together, 
confer enough authority to rule the country without reference to 
normal constitutional processes. Under the powers delegated by 
these statutes the President may: seize property; organize and 
control the means of production; seize commodities; assign military 
forces abroad; institute martial law; seize control of all 
transportation and communication; regulate the operation of 
private enterprise; restrict travel; and in a plethora of particular 
ways, control the lives of all Americans ... If the President can 
create crimes by fiat and without Congressional approval, our 
system is not much different from that of the Communists. 

This makes the president a law-breaker, like any other common 
criminal, and never was there such a dire need to stop the criminal 
activities issuing forth from the White House in the form of 
proclamations, than there was in the term of office of Presidents 
William Jefferson Clinton and G.W. Bush. 
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Since the advent of George W. Bush to the Oval office, a new 
unconstitutional twist has been added. Bush now signs bills sent to 
him by the Congress, but expresses “reservations” in the form of 
what is being called “signing statements” in which he sets out his 
objections to the measure, thereby attempting to nullify it. Here is 
what St. George Tucker said on the subject of proclamations: 

The right of issuing proclamations is one of the prerogatives of the 
crown of England. No such power being expressly given in the 
Federal Constitution, it was doubted, upon a particular occasion 
whether the president possessed any such authority. But if a 
proclamation should enjoin any thing to be done, which neither the 
law of nations, nor any previous act of the legislature, nor any treaty 
or compact should have made a duty, such an injunction would not 
only be merely void, but (also) an infringement of the Constitution. 

There are no such powers as “proclamations” or “signing statements” 
in the Constitution.” These words are expressly excluded from the 
Constitution for the reason that they were always associated with 
monarchs and aristocracy of Europe at the time the Founding Fathers 
were discussing the Constitution. “Proclamations” were not abused 
up until the Civil War, and most probably would never have been 
abused, but for the false step taken by Lincoln. 

This contention is spelled out in the Congressional Record, 
Appendix, House, February 12, 1917, under the title, War 

Legislation in Lincoln’s Time, by William J. Graham, pages 134: 

Habeas Corpus — Suspension of the writ, Pres. Lincoln was autho¬ 
rized by an act of March 3, 1863 (12 State. L., 755-758) to suspend 
the writ of habeas corpus: That during the present rebellion (note the 
use of the word, rebellion, instead of war) the President of the 
United States is authorized to suspend the privilege of habeas corpus 
in any case throughout the United States or any part thereof 

This action was based upon Article 1, Section 9, Clause 2 of the U.S. 
Constitution, but was nevertheless a clear violation of the 
Constitution for Lincoln to take this power. The misuse of the word 
“rebellion,” whereas it should have been “war,” is the key to 
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Lincoln’s unconstitutional action. By so doing, Lincoln set himself 
up as a king. What is not so well known is that he tried and failed to 
use the emancipation proclamation to get the slaves of the South to 
rebel against their masters, but did not succeed because the slaves 
stayed loyal to their owners. 

The next power-grabber to come along and take powers not 
delegated to the government in the Federal Constitution, Sec. 8, Art. 
1, Clauses 1-18, was the tool of the Fabian Socialists and the Wall 
Street bankers and European bankers. President Woodrow Wilson, 
who issued many proclamation, all unconstitutional, -- and on top of 
his bibulous excesses, he demanded, and got, ten additional powers 
to which he was not entitled under the Constitution. The upshot was 
that the U.S. was dragged into WWI, and Wilson grossly violated his 
oath of office by sending conscripted National Guard units to war in 
France. 

Wilson was directly responsible for the casualties we suffered in 
WWI: 115,000 killed, and 206,000 wounded. After Wilson came 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, the next major proclamation-violator who 
went further than his predecessors, usurping all of the powers of 
President Lincoln under habeas corpus, plus the ten powers usurped 
by Wilson and then several more. 

One of Roosevelt’s anti-constitutional proclamations was taken 
under a contrived “financial emergency” and there are those who 
today, still believe in the fable that Roosevelt’s War Powers Act 
actually suspended the Constitution! Not the president, not the 
Congress, nor the courts can “suspend the Constitution.” 

There is in fact and in law, no Judicial or Congressional power that 
would allow it. Perhaps a dictator could say, “I am invoking an 
Executive Order to suspend the Constitution,” but such a statement 
would be without any validity and totally, unconstitutional under the 
American system. Republican presidents were also guilty of 
violating their oath of office: Reagan and Bush were not shy about 
issuing proclamations, and Bush once thought about declaring 
“martial law” during his private war with Iraq. 
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CHAPTER 1 9 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE CLAUSE 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
GENERAL WELFARE CLAUSE 
FOREIGN AID 


In the 1920s the Communists and their fellow-travelers in the 

Federal Government often attempted to use Article 1, Sec. 3, Clause 
3: To regulate with foreign nations and among the several States and 
the Indian tribes, - to mean anything and everything under the sun 
and tried to make children part of interstate commerce. 

The true intention of the interstate commerce clause was to 
appropriate sufficient funding by the House and Senate, for the 
building of roads, canals, bridges and in certain instances, railroads 
for the purposes of improving transportation between the States and 
thereby facilitates interstate commerce. 

There is nothing whatever that would suggest it covers individual 
products, save and except in the case of guns, which are particularly 
exempted from regulation by the interstate commerce clause, both in 
States Constitution and the Federal Constitution. But the Socialists 
came along in the 1920s and with their talent for twisting, imputing 
inflexibility to ordinary meanings of words and grafting on shades of 
meaning, and by employing every piece of chicanery known to 
mankind, tried to make the clause fit personal products and firearms 
of all types. 

Every one of the several States has its own distinctive commerce 
clause, and generally, each follows the Federal Constitution, but 
apply their laws to commerce inside State boundaries only. And 
State commerce clauses control rivers, canals, lakes, railroads, 
highways and bridges inside the State. 


185 



Dr. John Coleman 


Nowhere is it applicable to individual products in States 
Constitutions, any more than it is in the Federal Constitution, and as 
I have already stated, it does not and cannot ever be used to regulate 
firearms. I could find nothing in the Federal interstate clause that 
concerns itself with individual products. The Communists tried to 
make out that guns can be regulated by the interstate commerce 
clause, but could not find such a power in the Constitution! 

The delegated powers of the Federal Constitution are found in Sec 8. 
Art. 1, Clauses 1-18. The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 
nevertheless continues to harass citizens and making them believe 
that they can restrict their activities in commercial enterprises, to 
their home State, which is a blatant falsehood. 

In the first instance there is no mention of the FDA in the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights, so it is a prohibition. And even if 
it existed it could not be law inside the boundaries of the 10th 
Amendment. Therefore, anything the FDA enacts is no law at all 
because it lacks constitutional empowerment in the same way as the 
FBI, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF) and 
other Central Government agencies have no constitutional mandate 
and have no authority to operate in the several States. 

How can an unconstitutional body make and enforce laws which are 
based on authority it does not possess? Even though the 14 ,h 
Amendment is null and void, it continues to be cited by the Federal 
authorities, but the Federal Government cannot have its cake and eat 
it too. In the 14 th Amendment it says, inter alia . . . No State shall 
make and enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges and 
immunities of the citizens of the United States ... 

FOREIGN AID 

One of the devices employed to rob billions of dollars out of the 
pockets of the hardworking American middleclass people was the 
Rockefeller designed Foreign Aid Act of 1946, which is 100 percent 
unconstitutional. 

Congressional Record, April 21, pages 6548-6561: 
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We read that President knew the Constitution, and he was not 
prepared to violate his oath of office to uphold and support the 
Constitution, even though he desperately wanted to help the South 
American countries to secure independence from Spain. Yet, search 
as he might he could not find any provision in the Constitution that 
would allow it. Monroe struggled to justify foreign aid but he could 
find no constitutional empowerment for it. 

Where the Constitution is silent on a power and it is not expressly 
implied or incidental to another power already in the Constitution; it 
is a prohibition of that power. 

Foreign Aid is thus prohibited by the Constitution and that makes the 
Foreign Aid Act of 1946 null and void and of no effect and no law at 
all. If anyone in the Supreme Court, the ABA, the Justice 
Department, the Congress or the White House can show just where it 
states in the Constitution that foreign aid is constitutional, and then 
let them prove it, but no one can, because it just isn’t there! Yet in 
spite of this, the secret upper-level parallel government of the United 
States goes on year after year, doling out billions of dollars to foreign 
countries in defiance of the law of the land. 

Foreign aid is a device instituted by the international banks to fill 
their bottomless pockets at the expense of the American people so 
that they will not lose their mineral rights and other benefits accruing 
to the banks of Committee of 300. 

Foreign aid is a backup for the loans banks give these mineral-rich, 
but otherwise impoverished countries, whose people have their 
national resources stolen from them through this device. Then, if the 
bank loans sour, there is always “foreign aid” to see that the banks 
don’t lose their shirts on their bad loans. 

The U.S. judicial system nearly always sides with the so called 
“treaty is the law of the land” falsehood, and rules more often than 
not that treaty powers are superior to the U.S. Constitution. In the 
case of Fugii vs. California (1950) the high court struck down a 
California law on the grounds that it conflicted with the UN Treaty! 
As I have said hundreds of times before all across this country, one 


187 



Dr. John Coleman 


of the main purposes of establishing the UN inside the United States 
was to use it to break down State law. 

Ramsey McDonald, the Fabian Socialist who went on to become 
Britain’s Prime Minister, after returning from a spy mission to the 
U.S. in 1895, said that Socialism would never become the leading 
political creed in the U.S. unless and until the States Constitutions 
were destroyed, and then, likewise, the Federal Constitution. 

“Treaty-like” agreements — being neither treaties nor agreements — 
have in most cases found a friend in the courts of this country. These 
so-called “treaty-like” agreements, allegedly gives the president the 
authority to bind the U.S. to another country without the “advice and 
consent of the Senate.” 

As far as I was able to ascertain when I searched the records, nearly 
12,000 of such so-called “treaty-like” agreements are being called 
the “law of the land.” No wonder Thomas Jefferson castigated the 
judiciary as “miners and sappers” working silently to overthrow this 
nation. And no wonder Davy Crockett said that “the executive, like a 
lion, must be caged.” 

The Chemical Weapons Convention treaty, a sham of a treaty if ever 
there was one, is a mockery of the Constitution and of State 
Constitutions. It is purportedly made with a foreign entity (the UN), 
having no sovereignty. 

The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) “treaty” is another 
blatant violation of the U.S. Constitution among a whole slew of 
such violations. Others which come to mind are NAFTA, GATT, the 
Panama Canal treaty, which were without exception put over on the 
American people. How could anyone in Congress who knows the 
Constitution vote for a United Nations treaty, which allows the U.N. 
to come into our country and violate our sovereignty and override 
States rights? And incidentally, constitutionally, we do not belong to 
the U.N. 

As I have said, the U.N. is in any case totally lacking in sovereignty 
and has no power whatever to negotiate treaties with the U.S. Where 
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in our Constitution do we find the authority that allows a treaty to 
take precedence over our Constitution and States rights? 

The great Judge Cooley is quoted in the Congressional Record, 
House, Trade with Puerto Rico, pages 2273-2279 and pages 2287- 
2289: 

Judge Cooley in his work on Constitutional Law, page 35, says: The 
Constitution itself never yields to a treaty or enactment. It neither 
changes with time nor does it in theory bend to the force of circum¬ 
stance. 

Having researched the question of expediency taking precedent over 
the Constitution, which in my opinion is what happened here with 
the Republicans who voted for the CWC “treaty,” I know of two 
excellent decisions by the Supreme Court where it says that 
temporary expediency has no validity and cannot circumvent the 
U.S. Constitution or words to that effect. 

There is also given, fifteen reasons why the Panama Canal Treaty is 
bogus, and this is relative today. No part of the wording of a foreign 
treaty can be intermingled with the U.S. Constitution. In Vattel’s 
Law of Nations is found examples of how a treaty can ruin a nation. 
The treaty between Rome and Carthage reminds me of the unclear, 
flawed CWC “treaty.” The point I am making here is that laws are 
supposed to be written up in a precise manner, but the CWC “treaty” 
is all scrambled up. The problem today is that history is badly 
neglected — and it is no longer taught in our schools having been 
replaced by “social studies” — so that the majority of new, young, 
members of Congress simply ignore history, instead of using it as 
their guide. 

I quote what one of the great Representatives of the period (1880- 
1887) had to say, and we can all learn from it. 

The Hon. George Seney, House of Representatives. March 1, 1857: 

The measure ought not to become law. The very title of the bill is 
suggestive of improper and unauthorized legislation. As to the bill 
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itself, it would be difficult, in my opinion, to put upon ten pages of 
paper more repugnance to the Constitution of the United States . . . 

Although Rep. Seney was talking about a bill, which was being 
forced through the House to bring the Federal Government into the 
common schools of the States in violation of the 10 th Amendment, 
the same words, in my opinion, may be applied with equal 
repugnance and force to the CWC “treaty.” 

Congressional Record, House, May 16, 1922, pages 7060-7084, a 
superb constitutionalist, Rep. Tucker, speaking: 

. . . Judge Storey said with great force that no one power in the 
Constitution can annihilate another (Storey, on the Constitution). 

In other words a treaty cannot be used to annihilate the Constitution. 
A treaty is no greater than an Act of Congress and Congress is bound 
to the U.S. Constitution and therefore a treaty cannot be greater than 
its creator or those who wrote the U.S. Constitution. The case of 
Heim vs. McCall (239 U.S. 175) is the last case on the subject... 

Justice McKenna, in the case Patsome vs. Penn (232 U.S. 145): 

. . . Then clearly rights claimed under a treaty against such power of 
the Senate are void, and if void, they are void because State power 
collides with treaty power and is superior to it. (Emphasis added) 

Page 7072, Congressional Record, House, May 16, 1922. In his 
work. Principles of Constitutional Law, Judge Cooley held as 
follows: 

The Constitution imposes no restriction upon this power (meaning 
the enumerated powers), but it is subject to the implied restrictions 
that nothing can be done under it, which changes the Constitution of 
the country, or robs a department of the Government or any of the 
States of its constitutional authority. 

This is what the bogus Panama Canal treaty, the bogus Genocide 
treaty, and the bogus SALT treaties tried to do, and so does the 
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pernicious CWC “treaty.” On this ground alone, the CWC “treaty” is 
bogus and one hundred percent unconstitutional, and rolls right over 
Judge Storey’s Fifteen Rules of Interpretation. 

The United Nations has no authority to pry into the affairs of other 
nations, and our Constitution (State and Federal) forbid it. All 
nations keep their sovereignty, which dates back to ancient interna¬ 
tional law, the only exception being that after the Napoleonic wars 
and WWI, the Communists tried to empower a league of nations, 
which in both cases was short-lived. How can any legislator take 
seriously a treaty in which one of the parties, the U.N. is totally 
lacking in sovereignty? Such a treaty can only be regarded as a bad 
joke, a mockery, mendacity, frivolity, an exercise in absurdity. 
Quoting from Glenn’s International Law: Essentials of a Valid 
Treaty or Contract Between two or more Independent States: 

■ Capacity of the party to contract 

■ Duly empowered agents to act on behalf of other states 

■ Freedom of consent 

■ The object of the contract to be in conformity to law 

Neither the U.N. treaty/agreement nor the CWC “treaty” conforms to 
the above. Let us deal with the above, just one of the necessary 
attributes to a treaty, which both the U.N. treaty/agreement and the 
CWC “treaty” fail to meet. Neither “treaty” is in conformity with 
U.S. law; the only law, which we are bound to obey. 

According to our Fist Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, John 
Marshall: 

Where the U.S. Constitution is silent on a power, it is a prohibition 
of that power. 

Inasmuch as the U.S. Constitution does not mention the U.N. it is a 
prohibition of the U.N., hence the 1945 U.N. treaty is a mere 
hypotheses of no effect, and nor can anything built upon it be a law, 
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and this includes the CWC “treaty.” Inasmuch as the CWC “treaty” 
does not conform to the U.S. Constitution, it is therefore void. 

Senator Thurmond, another of the great constitutionalists of the 
period (1880-1900) put his objection most succinctly: 

If a treaty is not in consonance with our U.S. Constitution, it is void. 

He also said that far from being the law of the land as some would 
have us believe, “a treaty” (with a foreign nation with clear 
sovereignty) ... is only a law at best, and like any other statute 
passed by Congress, must be constitutional. 

The CWC “treaty,” is in fact diametrically opposed to the U.S. 
Constitution, so it is not in consonance with it. This treaty is just 
another example of one hypotheses stacked upon another; the U.N. 
treaty of 1945 is exactly that, hypotheses heaped upon hypotheses, 
and to my way of thinking, all the codicils, promises, notes attached 
to it are mere conjecture, as the original instrument, the U.N. treaty - 
or is it an agreement - of 1945, is invalid and incumbent upon none. 

It would take at least two, and possibly three, amendments to the 
U.S. Constitution to make our supposed membership of the U.N. 
legal and so in plain language, the CWC “treaty” is fraud, stacked 
upon the fraud of the United Nations “treaty” agreement. 

The U.N. “treaty” agreement of 1945 and the CWC “treaty” of 1997 
are both deep insults to the Founding Fathers and to the U.S. 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights they gave us, which these 
iniquitous “treaties” are intent upon destroying! 

Are we not all duty-bound to obey the Constitution? I recall what the 
great constitutional scholar Rep. Raymond had to say about this 
point, and if you have read the Congressional documents I 
mentioned, you will agree that here was a man who was at least one 
hundred years ahead of his time on knowing the U.S. Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights. 

The Congressional Globe, June 1866, pages 3241-3250: 
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The Constitution is today for us, for Congress, for the President, for 
every State, and for every Legislature and for every court in every 
State, the supreme law of the land.. . 

The CWC “treaty” does not defend the U.S. Constitution; rather it 
seeks to destroy it. What the CWC “treaty” does is take the language 
of the Constitution and mingle it with the language of a One World 
Government body, the United Nations. This is an unconstitutional 
travesty. 

Congressional Record, May 25, 1892, pages 4653-4665: 

Provost vs. Greenaux, 19 Howard: That a treaty is no more the 
supreme law of the land than is an act of Congress is shown in the 
fact that an act of Congress vacates pro tanto an existing treaty. 
Whenever, therefore, an act of Congress would be unconstitutional 
as in invading - mark you - as invading the reserved rights of the 
States, a treaty to the same effect would be unconstitutional. 
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CHAPTER 20 

THE KOREAN. VIETNAM AND IRAQ WARS 


It is impossible to write about the Korean, Vietnam and Iraq wars 

without including the role played by the United Nations (U.N.) Let 
us, therefore, deal with the salient features of the U.N. again. 

Without a U.N. there would have been no Korean War, no Vietnam 
War. Acting under the auspices of the U.N. the Senate approved the 
unconstitutional Gulf of Tonkin Resolution (it was unconstitutional 
because it was written by the State Department) after only one day of 
debate on August 10, 1964. Two months later Pres. Lyndon Johnson 
said: We are not about to send American boys nine to ten thousand 
miles away from home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing for 
themselves. 

Johnson said nothing about the fact that even as he spoke, 20,000 
“American boys” were fighting in Vietnam, “nine to ten thousand 
miles away from home” and before his tenure in office would pass, 
the number of American “boys” engaged in hostilities in Vietnam 
would swell to 500,000. We could say the same thing about Wilson, 
Roosevelt, Bush et al and all Socialists, posing as Democrat or 
Republican American leaders. 

We could have included Reagan in the gallery of American Socialist 
Presidents, but then again, Reagan had a change of heart and went 
from a New Deal-Roosevelt Democrat to a conservative Republican. 
Although I can offer no proof. Bush comes across as a hard-core 
Socialist by virtue of his actions, which speak louder than his words. 

One thing emerges from the studies I have made, and that is, the 
Presidents would never have gotten away with it had the 
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Representatives and Senators known the U.S. Constitution. But they 
did not, with the exception of those Senators who rejected the 
League of Nations “treaty,” they really did not know the 
Constitution. 

In 1964 when Johnson was gearing up for full-scale war in Vietnam, 
among the Senators voting on this badly-flawed declaration of war, 
only two recognized it as a full declaration of war. Senator Morse 
knew it was, as did Senator Gruening. The remaining 98 senators 
didn’t recognize it as a declaration of war because they did not have 
the slightest idea of what a constitutional declaration of war looks 
like. 

There was just one day allocated for debate on the resolution; 
another unconstitutional violation: The Constitution says that all 
measures brought to the floor for a vote must be fully debated as to 
their constitutionality, and in this case, proper debate would have 
taken at least fourteen days. 

Judge Story wrote three volumes on the U.S. Constitution which 
contains one of the best examples of what a declaration of war 
should be; and one thing which becomes clear upon reading the work 
of the learned judge is that only an amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, would have permitted the Senate to intermingle its Gulf 
of Tonkin declaration with that of the U.N. 

Since there is no such amendment to the U.S. Constitution, the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution should have been killed on the floor of the 
Senate as it was outside the pale and the ken of the Constitution. 
When the State Department wrote its Gulf of Tonkin resolution, it 
short-changed the process of a constitutional declaration of war, 
deceived the American people, and cost thousands upon thousands of 
dead and wounded in the Korean War and the Vietnam War. 

What a national disgrace that this treasonous document ever cleared 
the Senate, because of the sheer constitutional ignorance of its 
members. The Gulf of Tonkin resolution did not state what type of 
war was to be fought; whether a perfect war or an imperfect war. 
Neither Truman nor Johnson had the slightest constitutional 
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authority to send our troops to foreign lands on “peace keeping” 
missions at the behest of the United Nations. The United Nations 
charter Article 43 is an article for war, not peace, and the United 
Nations wants the blood of American servicemen to be shed and the 
dollars of the hard-working American people to be squandered in 
such endeavors. Had the Senators known about, and followed a 
constitutional declaration of war, the Korean War, the Vietnam War 
and the Gulf Wars could never have taken place, and our military 
would not now be deployed in Afghanistan, Serbia and Iraq. 

Because of the almost complete ignorance of the five steps to be 
taken for a constitutional declaration of war, the House and Senate 
has three times allowed the American people to be plunged into 
foreign wars, which were not in America’s interests and in which 
George Washington, in his Farewell Address, warned us not to 
become entangled. 
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CHAPTER 21 

WHAT YOU SHOULD KNOW ABOUT 
THE MILITIA 


1 he Dick Act, also known as the Efficiency of Militia Bill H.R. 

11654, of June 28, 1902, invalidates all so-called gun control laws. It 
divides the militia into three distinct and separate entities. This 
information can be found in the Congressional Record, House, pages 
7706-7713, 321-353 and 7594 -7595. 

The three classes of Militia it provided for are the organized militia, 
henceforth known as the National Guard of the State, Territory and 
District of Columbia, the unorganized militia, and the regular army. 
We also know that the militia encompasses every able-bodied male 
between the ages of 18 and 45; although some contend that this 
provision concerning age was later altered. It is estimated that today, 
the unorganized militia and the militia reserve, comprises 55 million 
men, not including the organized militia, the National Guard and the 
standing, regular army, and that all members of the unorganized 
militia have the absolute personal right and 2nd Amendment right to 
keep and bear arms of any type, and as many as they can afford to 
buy. 

The Dick Act of 1902 cannot be repealed because it would violate 
bills of attainder and expost facto laws, which would be yet another 
gross violation of the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
Indeed, our history is punctuated with one series of events after 
another, when those with devious minds and in total disregard of the 
Constitution, finding it inconvenient to obey it, engage in desperate, 
even ridiculous, efforts to get around its restrictions. That there has 
been an effort to conceal from the American people their personal 
Second Amendment right, and their militia right to keep and bear 
arms, is becoming apparent. 
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With help of the media, the American people have been connived, 
cheated and lied to in order to make them believe that Second 
Amendment rights apply only to the organized militia. The people’s 
personal right to bear arms is almost never mentioned. 

CAN THE MILITIA BE ORDERED BY THE PRESIDENT 
TO SERVE ACROSS THE SEAS? 

A speech by Charles Hughes of the American Bar Association 
(ABA) contained in the Appendix to Congressional Record, House, 
September 10, 1917, pages 6836-6840: 

The militia, within the meaning of these provisions of the 
Constitution is distinct from the Army of the United States. At these 
pages is also found reference to a statement made by Daniel 
Webster, 'that the great principle of the Constitution on that subject 
is that the militia is the militia of the States and of the General 
Government; and thus being the militia of the States, there is no part 
of the Constitution worded with greater care and with more 
scrupulous jealousy than that which grants and limits the power of 
Congress over it. ’ 

At pages 6836-6840 Mr. Hughes goes on to say: 

In order to execute the laws of the Union to suppress insurrection 
and to repel invasion, it would be necessary to employ regular 
troops or the militia, and the power given to Congress with respect 
to the militia was manifestly to make a large standing army 
unnecessary. 

But as the service of the militia can only be required by the National 
Government for the limited purposes specified in the Constitution (to 
uphold the laws of the Union; to suppress insurrection and repel 
invasion) — and these are the only purposes for which the General 
Government can call upon the National Guard — as Attorney 
General Wickersham advised President Taft — ‘the Organized 
Militia’ (the National Guard) can not be employed for offensive 
warfare outside the limits of the United States. 
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The Hon. William Gordon, in a speech to the House, October 4, 
1917, proved that the action of President Wilson in ordering the 
Organized Militia (the National Guard) to fight a war in Europe was 
so blatantly unconstitutional that he felt Wilson ought to have been 
impeached. Appendix to the Congressional Record, House, October 
4, 1917, pages 640-642: 

The term ‘militia ’ as used in the Constitution of the United States 
includes all able-bodied male citizens capable of bearing arms and 
these have further been defined by the statutes of the United States 
since the adoption of the enactment as ‘all male citizens capable of 
bearing arms, between the ages of 18 and 45 years. ’ 

After the War of 1812 with England had been in progress for two 
and a half years, an attempt was made in Congress to pass a Bill 
authorizing the President to draft by lot from those between the ages 
of 18 and 45 years 100,000 men, with whom it was proposed to 
invade Canada, the enemy’s territory. This bill was defeated in the 
House by Daniel Webster upon the precise point that Congress had 
no such power over the militia as to authorize it to empower the 
President to draft them into the regular army and send them out of 
the country. 

While Roosevelt (Teddy Roosevelt, the same Roosevelt who violated 
the Constitution with a so-called ‘executive order, ’ which established 
the FBI) thought he wanted more troops for the Philippines than the 
Regular Army could afford, he induced Congress (by diplomacy and 
deception) to pass a law which provided that when the Organized 
Militia (National Guard) had been called into Federal service for 
either of the three purposes specified in the Constitution (suppress 
insurrection, repel an invasion, uphold the laws) the President might 
then send them out of the country; but when this statute was 
submitted to Attorney General Wickersham, it was declared by the 
Attorney General to be beyond the power of the Congress to enlarge 
its power and that of the President over the militia by legislation, this 
attempt to do so was judged to be null and void. 

Mr. Hughes’ (a spokesman for the A.B.A.) in approving this opinion 
of Attorney General Wickersham, concedes that no member of the 
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National Guard now in the Federal Service can be sent to France or 
any other foreign country unless he volunteers for that service; and if 
he will read the argument of Daniel Webster, delivered in the House 
of Representatives on December 9, 1814, he will be convinced that 
the same rules apply to drafted men; and if he will read paragraph 
12 of section 8 of Article 1 of the Constitution of the United States, 
the first five words of which he quotes, he will observe that the 
balance of the paragraph reads as follows: 

'But no appropriation of money for that purpose shall be for longer 
than two years. ' 

This limitation upon the power to raise and support armies clearly 
establishes the intent and purpose of the framers of the Constitution 
to limit the power to raise and maintain a standing army to voluntary 
enlistment, because if the unlimited power to draft and conscript was 
intended to be conferred, it would have been useless and puerile 
thing to limit the use of money for that purpose. Conscripted armies 
can be paid, but they are not required to be, and if it had been 
intended to confer the extraordinary power to draft the bodies of 
citizens and send them out of the country in direct conflict with the 
limitation upon the use of the militia imposed by the same section 
and article, certainly some restriction or limitation would have been 
imposed to restrain the unlimited use of such power. 

The only time in our history that Congress has authorized the 
President to draft citizens into the military service prior to the 
present emergency (WWI) was during the Civil War and that draft 
act specifically recited in its title that it was resorted to for the 
purpose of ‘suppressing insurrection and rebellion’ which is one of 
the express purposes for which the Federal Government is 
authorized to use the militia. 

Rep. Gordon continuing, still on page 640: 

In further support of the proposition that under the Constitution of 
the United States, no troops outside of the Regular Army may 
lawfully be sent out of the country unless and until they volunteer for 
foreign service, and that the Regular Army may only be recruited by 
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voluntary enlistment, / append, hereto, a petition to the Congress of 
the United States by Hannis Taylor, late ambassador of the United 
States to Spain. 


A PETITION TO THE SENATE 

AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA IN CONGRESS ASSEMBLED 

(Presented by Hannis Taylor in behalf of himself and as next friend 
of the half a million and more of America’s youths now under 
military duress, conscripted under Sec. 8, Art. 1 of the Constitution 
which provides that 'the Congress shall have power to provide for 
calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the Union, suppress 
insurrection and repel invasions’ which provisions, as construed by 
the Supreme Court, forbids the sending of the militia, so-called 
(meaning so delineated, beyond the territorial limits of the United 
States.) 

An appeal to the Congress of the United States to prevent the 
sending overseas of the conscripted national militia to European 
battlefields in open defiance of the Constitution of the United States. 

Your petitioner, Hannis Taylor, a citizen of the United States and a 
resident of the District of Columbia, in behalf of himself and as next 
friend of the half million or more American youths now under 
military duress because conscripted under Sec. 8, Article 1 of the 
U.S. Constitution, represents that he hereby asserts the constitutional 
right of petition solemnly guaranteed to him by the first article of 
amendment to the National Constitution, which right as an attribute 
of national citizenship entitles him to petition Congress for redress in 
regard to any matter of 'great moment and general concern. ’ Your 
petitioner avers that no matter of greater moment or more general 
concern was ever presented to the Congress of the United States than 
that involved in the threatened transportation to European battle 
fields of hundreds of thousands of conscripted American youths. 

First, no such thing was ever attempted in our entire history as a 
nation. In asserting that fact in his Flag Day address of June 14, 
President Wilson said: ‘We are about to bid thousands and 
thousands it may be millions of our young men, the strong and 
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capable men of the nation, to go forth and die beneath the [flagj on 
fields so far away. .. ’ 

Page 641, the petition of Hannis Taylor is continued: 

. . . American armies were never before sent across the seas. Second, 
because the Congress in enacting the legislation under which said 
conscription has taken place, has not only not authorized, directly or 
indirectly, the transportation of such conscripted youths ‘across the 
seas’ but it has manifested no conscience whatever that any such 
unprecedented and fateful act would be attempted by any one. 
Thirdly, because the transportation of the militia of the National or 
State, beyond our territorial limits is strictly forbidden by the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Your petitioner further represents that the Federal Convention of 
1787, after long and stormy debate, so clearly and positively fixed 
the exemptions of the militia, National and State, from military 
service beyond our territorial limits that it was never questioned 
during the century and a quarter that preceded the year 1912. In all 
of our wars preceding that date the exemption was always frankly 
recognized not only by jurists but by all writers on our military 
system. In his recent work entitled ‘Our Military History' (1916), 
Gen. Leonard Wood says that we have been compelled to fight our 
wars with volunteers ‘because the militia was not available for 
service outside of the United States. ’ Hannis Taylor then cited two 
other authorities and pointed out that the Mexican War was 
conducted with the service of volunteers. Hannis Taylor then went on 
to say: 

Strange it is that at this late day any man calling himself a jurist 
should dare even in a moment of hysterical excitement to deny the 
existence of an exemption recognized from the beginning of our 
national life not only by all lawyers but by the military experts. Your 
petitioner further represents that the inconvenience of the 
constitutional exemption in question arising out of the territorial 
expansion incident of the Spanish American War, prompted certain 
persons, more ingenious than loyal to the Constitution, to attempt by 
the act of January 21, 1903, as amended by the act of March 27, 
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1908, to circumvent and destroy such exemption, by providing that 
the militia, so called, shall continue to serve during the term so 
specified either within or without the territory of the United States. 

Hannis Taylor went on to state: 

By that stupid device such evil-minded persons attempted to make 
Congress confer upon the President the power to rob the militia of 
its constitutional exemption from service abroad in defiance of the 
elementary principle that the legislative department of government 
can not confer upon the Executive a power it is expressly forbidden 
to exercise itself. When that stupid device was submitted by President 
Taft to Attorney General Wickersham, a learned lawyer whose mind 
was then unclouded by prejudice and passion, he trampled upon it in 
an elaborate official opinion delivered under the oath of his office 
and dated February 17, 1912, in which he said: 

‘The Constitution, which enumerates the exclusive purposes for 
which the militia may be called into the service of the United States 
affords no warrant for the use of the militia by the General 
Government, except to suppress insurrections, repel invasions, or to 
execute the laws of the Union . . . This has always been the English 
doctrine and in some instances acts of Parliament have expressly 
forbidden the use of the militia outside of the Kingdom. Our 
ancestors who adopted our Constitution and early wars, got their 
ideas of a militia, its nature and purposes from this, and must be 
taken to have intended substantially, the same military body ... If 
authority is needed for the conclusions here reached, the following 
may suffice: 

In Ordronaux Constitutional Legislation, page 501, it said: *The 
Constitution distinctly enumerates the three exclusive purposes for 
which the militia may be called into the service of the United 
States. These purposes are: First, to execute the laws of the Union, 
second to suppress insurrections; and third, to repel invasions. * 

These three occasions, representing necessities of a strictly domestic 
character, plainly indicate that the services of the militia can be ren¬ 
dered only on the soil of the United States or its territories. .. 
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In the history of this provision of the U.S. Constitution there is 
nothing indicating that it was even contemplated that such troops 
should be employed for the purposes of offensive warfare outside of 
the limits of the United States. And it is but just to infer that the 
enumeration of the specific occasions on which alone the militia can 
be called into the service of the General Government was intended 
as a distinct limitation upon of their employment. And in Von Holtz, 
Constitutional Law, page 170 it is said, ‘the militia can not be taken 
out of the country ’.. . 

It is true that the act of January 21, 1903, as amended by the act of 
March 27, 1908, says, ‘whenever the President calls forth the 
Organized Militia of any State, Territory or of the District of 
Columbia, to be employed in the service of the United States he may 
specify in his call the period for which such service is required, and 
the militia so called shall continue to serve the term so specified, 
either within or without the territory of the United States, unless 
sooner relieved by order of the President .' 

Had the Congress stood upon the Constitution in 1917, Wilson 
would not have been able to send hundreds of thousands of young 
American men to their deaths in France, and likewise, would 
Roosevelt would have been interdicted in the Second World War. 
Millions of young Americans were needlessly killed on the battle 
fields of Europe and the Pacific region, simply because the Congress 
refused to obey the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights. And 
Attorney General Wickersham proceeds in his opinion to tell us 
precisely this: 

But this must be read in view of the constitutional power of the 
Congress to call forth the militia only to suppress insurrection, repel 
invasions and execute the laws of the union. Congress can not by its 
own enactment enlarge the power conferred upon it by the 
Constitution; and if this provision were construed to authorize 
Congress to use the Organized Militia for any other than the three 
purposes specified, it would be unconstitutional... 

I think that the constitutional provision here considered not only 
affords no warrant for the use of the militia by the General 
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Government, except to suppress insurrection, repel invasions, or 
execute the laws of the Union, but by its careful enumeration of the 
three occasions or purposes for which the militia may be used, it 
forbids such use for any other purposes; and your questions 
answered in the negative. Respectfully, George W. Wickersham. 

On Page 641, Hannis Taylor continues: 

After citing the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States 
(Houston vs. Moore, 5 Wheat., 1, and Marriott vs. Mott, 12, Wheat., 
19, 27) as irrevocably settling the exemption of the militia from 
service abroad, the Attorney General exposed with striking 
emphasis, the emptiness of the stupid contention that, although the 
Congress is expressly forbidden to authorize the sending of the 
militia, National or State, abroad, it may authorize the President to 
do so. Speaking of the act before him, he (Wickersham) which 
attempted to authorize the President to use the militia, ‘either within 
or without the territory of the United States,’ he said; ‘if this 
provision were construed to authorize Congress to use the Organized 
Militia for any purposes other than the three purposes specified, it 
would be unconstitutional. ’ Thus, in advance he put the stamp of 
nullity upon any clause or phrase in the conscription act of May 18, 
1917, which may be construed to as to express such an 
unconstitutional purpose! 

It is of the utmost significance that not once during the discourse by 
Rep. Gordon or petitioner Hannis Taylor was it ever maintained 
whether the National Government had any control or influence 
whatsoever over the unorganized militia, which it is estimated to 
number 55 million men in 2007, nor is it stated anywhere that the 
various departments of State government have any constitutional 
authority to interfere with the right of the unorganized militia to keep 
and bear arms in whatever quantity and type, nor is any local or State 
police agency allowed to interfere with the 2 nd Amendment rights of 
such members of the unorganized militia. 

Quoting once again from the Hannis Taylor petition: 
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Your petitioner further represents that after the foregoing opinion of 
Attorney General Wickersham had become the law of the 
Department of Justice, and as such, binding in this vital matter upon 
Pres. Wilson, he affirmed it, with great emphasis, in four speeches 
delivered in January and February 1916 when he was called upon to 
explain why he could do no more for the development of the State 
militia, now euphoniously called the National Guard. In an address 
delivered at New York, January 27, 1916, he said: 7 believe it is the 
duty of Congress to do very much more for the National Guard than 
it has ever done heretofore. ’ I believe that the great arm of our 
national defense should be built up and encouraged to the utmost; 
but you know, gentlemen, that under our Constitution of the United 
States the National Guard is under the direction of more than two- 
score States; that it is not permitted to the National Government 
directly (and note the cunning qualifier ‘directly, ’ which is not in the 
Constitution — what Wilson should have said instead of ‘directly’ 
was ‘under any circumstances whatsoever') to have a voice in its 
development and organization; and that only upon occasions of 
actual invasion has the President of the United States the right to 
call upon these men to leave their respective States. (But not to call 
them to serve outside of the geographical boundaries of the United 
States of America). 

In an address delivered at Cleveland, Ohio, January 29, 1916, he 
said: ‘The President of the United States has not the right to call 
upon these men — the National Guard — except in the case of 
actual invasion, and therefore, no matter how skillful they are, no 
matter how ready they are, they are not the instruments of 
immediate national use.* In an address delivered at Milwaukee 
January 31, 1916, he said: ‘The National Guard, fine as it is, is not 
subject to the orders of the President of the United States. It is 
subject to the orders of the governors of the several States and the 
Constitution itself says that the President has no right to withdraw 
them from their States even, except in the case of actual invasion of 
the soil of the United States.’ In an address delivered at Topeka, 
Kansas, February 2, 1916, he said: ‘The Constitution of the United 
States puts them — the National Guard -- under the direct command 
and control of the governors of the States, not the President of the 
United States, and the national authority has no right to call upon 
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them for any service outside of their States unless the territory of the 
Nation is actually invaded. ’ 

Continuing, petitioner Hannis Taylor said: 

Here we have conclusive documentary evidence of the fact that long 
before the conscription act of May 18, 1917 was passed; President 
Wilson had complete knowledge of this entire subject, as expounded 
by Attorney General Wickersham in his official opinion of February 
17, 1912, now binding upon the President as the law of the 
Department of Justice. No one knows quite so well as President 
Wilson that the sending of our National Militia abroad by the 
Executive will constitute a flagrantly unconstitutional act, and as 
such an impeachable high crime and misdemeanor. 

NATIONAL MILITIA CREATED BY 
FEDERAL CONVENTION OF 1787 

Your petitioner further represents that when the convention of 1787 
those who may be called Nationalists, with Washington at its head 
contending that the State Militia had proven too ‘inefficient under 
the Confederation ’ demanded the creation of a new militia system, 
entirely apart from the State systems, which would be under the 
exclusive control of the new Federal Government . . .The proposal 
was so bitterly opposed by States rights faction that a deadlock arose 
which was broken at last by a compromise arranged by a grand 
committee of the States (Elliott vs. 445.) The States rights faction was 
told that the ancient systems of State Militia might continue to exist, 
subject to the following limitations now embodied in Section 8, 
Article 1: ‘The Congress shall have the power ... to provide for 
organizing, arming and disciplining the State Militia — and for 
governing such part of them as may be employed in the service of the 
United States reserving to the States respectively, the appointment of 
the officers, and the authority of training the militia according to the 
disciplines prescribed by Congress. ’ 

Every student of constitutional history knows that the last limitation, 
‘and repel invasions’ was simply a transplanting into the new 
American Constitution of the exemption of the English Militia from 
service abroad, which had been a vital part of the English 
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constitution for a thousand years, prior to our severance from the 
mother country. In order to make it possible to take the English 
militia over the Channel to France during the present war (1914- 
1918) it became necessary to change the English constitution in that 
respect. 

Mr. Dicey, one of the most eminent modern commentators on the 
English constitution said in his edition of 1908; ‘The militia is the 
constitutional force existing under the law of the land for the defense 
of the country . . . Embodiment indeed converts the militia for the 
time being into a regular army, though an army which cannot be 
required to serve abroad.’ (Law of the Constitution, pp. 287-288) 
And so, even if it could be claimed that our national Militia, called 
forth by conscription, constitutes a regular army, it is an army that 
cannot be required to serve abroad. 

ONLY TWO CONSCRIPTION LAWS 
EVER ENACTED BY CONGRESS 

Your petitioner further represents that it is a notable fact that the 
national Militia as such, as a national force entirely distinct from the 
militia of the States (and the unorganized freelance militia of the 
States) has only been called forth on two occasions and on each by 
conscription. 

The first conscription act was approved March 3 1863; the second 
on May 18, 1917. As the first was enacted during the Civil War (on 
the false premise that it was a rebellion and not a civil war) it 
declares with great emphasis in the preamble that it was enacted 
under Section 8, Art 1 of the Constitution which provides that 
‘Congress shall have the power to provide for calling forth the 
militia to execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrections and 
repel invasions. ’ 

After a lapse of half a century, the National Militia, as such, was 
called out a second time by the act of May 18, 1917, under which the 
National Militia is now being drafted, is not an original measure; as 
it appears on the face of it is simply an extension or supplement to 
carry into effect the national defense act of June 3, 1916. By section 
57 of that act the National Militia is thus defined: 
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‘ -- Composition of the militia - The militia of the United. States shall 
consist of all able-bodied males who have or shall have declared 
their intention to become citizens of the United States, who shall be 
more than 18 years of age, and except as hereinafter provided, not 
more than 45 years of age, and the said militia shall be divided into 
three classes, the National Guard, the Naval Militia, and the 
Unorganized Militia. ’ 

The primary and avowed purpose of the conscription act of May 18, 
1917, is to organize the unorganized militia of the United States by 
extending its provisions to ‘all male citizens or male persons not 
alien enemies.. . between the ages of 21 and 30 years. ’ 

Thus the fact is fixed with mathematical certainty that the act of May 
18, 1917, was passed in order to call out the National Militia, as 
such, ‘to execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrection and 
repel invasions; first, because it is little more than a copy of the first 
conscription act of March 3, 1863; second, because its avowed 
purpose is to organize the Unorganized Militia of the United States 
by extending its provisions to ‘all male citizens or male persons not 
alien enemies.. . between the ages of 21 and 30 years. ’ 

Of all the shallow pretenses devised with a view to confusing this 
very simple subject, the most pitiful is that which attempts to deny 
that the conscription act of May 18, 1917, was part of Section 8, 
Article 1, which authorizes the Congress to call out the national 
Militia to ‘execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrection and 
repel invasions. ’ 

DESPERATE EFFORT TO GIVE RESPECTABILITY 
TO A RIDICULOUS CONTENTION 

Your petitioner further represents that the history of our 
Constitution, taken as a whole, is made up of a series of efforts to 
evade it whenever its provisions become inconvenient to a particular 
class at a particular time. But never has the struggle to find a 
loophole been so desperate as that involved in the present attempt to 
invent a pretext for denying the immunity of the militia. National and 
State from service abroad; 
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■ First, because such immunity was a thousand years old 
before our severance from the mother country took place; 

■ Second, because the language in which it is embedded in 
our Federal Constitution is too plain for cavil or question; 

■ Third, because the immunity was expressly affirmed by 
the Supreme Court of the United States in 1827; 

■ Fourth, because of an exhaustive review of the whole 
subject by Attorney General Wickersham in 1912, in an 
opinion accepted by President Taft as final; 

■ Fifth, because it was again solemnly reaffirmed by 
President Wilson in four speeches delivered in 1916. 

And yet some kind of a pretext is indispensable to those who are now 
proposing to send the National Militia, conscripted under the act of 
May 18, 1917, to European battlefields in open defiance of the 
Constitution, a ridiculous claim is being made in certain quarters 
that such act was really passed under that part of Section 8, Article 
1, which authorizes Congress ‘to raise and support [volunteer] 
armies, but no appropriation of money to that use shall be for a 
longer term than two years ... ’ 

Petitioner Taylor then went on to give a lengthy discourse as to why 
the conscription act of May 18, 1917, was unconstitutional, and not 
all of it can be included here, but the following extracts are indeed 
enlightening: 

That provision . . . has no more connection with the subject matter 
before us than an extract from the Talmud or Pentateuch . . . But far 
more important is the fact that the ranks of the Regular Army, which 
can only be composed of volunteers can not be filled up by 
conscription. When a proposal to swell the ranks of the Regular or 
Volunteer Army in that way was embodied in the conscription act 
offered in Congress in 1814, Daniel Webster so trampled it under 
foot in a masterful speech that it was never revived in any form. 
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There is but one precedent to support conscription in our entire his¬ 
tory, and that is the conscription act of March 3, 1863, which 
declares in express terms in its preamble that Congress enacted it to 
suppress ‘an insurrection and rebellion. ’ 

(Again, the Civil War was called a “rebellion” for this purpose. Had 
the word “war” been used, the act would have been deemed as 
unconstitutional). Taylor went on to denounce the reorganizing of 
the militia and the conscription act of May 18, 1917, in ringing terms 
as flagrantly unconstitutional, and gave a shattering account of how 
the defilers of the militia and the Constitution, brought forth a single 
ex-Federal judge by the name of Hughes, who went before the 
American Bar Association — the A.B.A. — to declare that the con¬ 
scription act and reorganization of the militia was constitutional. 

On page 643, Hannis Taylor stated as follows: 

Was there ever such a dreadful spectacle ? There stood an ex justice 
of the Supreme Court as the prosecutor of half a million American 
youths, under military duress and on trial for their lives, with no one 
to defend them. The idea was that in that Star Chamber proceedings 
the mere ipse dixit of a great legal functionary would deprive our 
sons of the protection guaranteed by thousands of years of English 
and American constitutional law. The undertaking was too great for 
any one man. It would have been too great for Lord Bacon or Chief 
Justice John Marshall. The solemn guarantees of the U.S. 
Constitution cannot be destroyed that way. Each and every political 
activist judge in the U.S. should take note of this ringing 
denouncement of their activities. 


A CENSORED PRESS DISLOYAL TO THE PEOPLE 

Your petitioner further represents that the cruel and remorseless 
conspiracy against the lives of half a million of defenseless American 
youths which opened with ex-Justice Hughes prosecuting speech is 
being carried on by the censored and disloyal press that spread its 
broadcast throughout the land under a compact that no one be 
permitted to reply to it. 
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Your petitioner says ‘compact ’ because when he applied to nearly 
one hundred and fifty newspapers for leave to expose atrocious 
fallacies and misrepresentations, without a single exception the door 
was brutally closed in his face. A very distinguished editor who 
refused him the right to be heard in the Capital of the Nation, said 
with perfect frankness, ‘No matter if he is correct, a resolve has been 
reached to send the National Militia abroad in any event, in defiance 
of the Constitution!’ That is the clean-cut fateful issue that now 
confronts the American Congress and the American people in this 
land, once known as the land of liberty and fair play. Upon its 
solution the life of this Republic depends. 

He called the move ‘deadly, because if the militia, a body of troops 
strictly for home defense, can be transported to European battle 
fields in this war, it can be so transported in all wars that are yet to 
come . . . If such a revolution can be wrought solely by the fiat of an 
Executive, without a word of authorization, either from the American 
electorate or by the Congress, then surely our constitutional system 
based on the threefold division of power is at an end. ’ 

Fourth, that the said joint committee be directed to ascertain and 
report whether there is now, or has been, a conspiracy between the 
leading newspapers of the United States, including some owned by 
foreigners in this country, to the end that the false foundationless 
statements should be circulated as to the nonexistence of the ancient 
and undoubted constitutional exemption in question, under a 
compact or agreement that no one be permitted to controvert or 
explain to the people the falsity of such statements. .. 

Would to God that we had men of the caliber, courage and fortitude 
of Hannis Taylor; willing to stand up to the scofflaws in the 
Congress and the White House and force obedience to the 
Constitution which they swore an oath to uphold in their public life 
of the United States of America. The National Guard has zero 
constitutional authority to be fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan and 
the president who sent them to these places, need to be impeached 
and possible tried for treason in violating his oath of office. 
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CHAPTER 22 

ASPECTS OF GUN CONTROL “LAWS” 
ARE UNCONSTITUTIONAL 


1 he Federal Government is one of delegated powers and not origi¬ 
nal powers, and the primary powers of Congress are found in Article 
1, Sec. 8, Clauses 1-18. Interfering with personal rights, among them 
the right to keep and bear arms is not found in the sole or delegated 
powers of the Federal Government, and incidentally, nor in the 
Constitutions of the several States. Local, county, and any other 
legislative bodies are also bound by these restraints. The Dick Act of 
1902 absolutely forbids any and all forms of interference by 
government with the right of the people, to keep and bear arms. The 
2nd Amendment right to keep and bear arms was won in heated 
debate by some of the greatest statesmen this nation has ever 
produced. 

Samuel Evans: He was a gun owner who passionately believed in 
the right of citizens to keep and bear arms, expressed his concern that 
the right should never be abridged: 

The Constitution shall never be construed to prevent the people of 
the United States who are peaceable citizens from keeping their 
arms. 

Note that “people” and “citizens” are interchangeable and mean the 
same thing. 

Other Founding Fathers who were no less staunch protectors of the 
right to keep and bear arms, vested in the people, included the 
following: 

Patrick Henry: Guard with a jealous attention the public liberty. 
Suspect every man who approaches that jewel. Unfortunately, 
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nothing will preserve it but downright force. Whenever you give up 
that force, you are ruined. The great object is that every man be 
armed; everyone who is able may have a gun. 

Comment: Note that the singular, “man,” is conclusive proof that it 
is an individual, a personal right. 

John Adams: Arms in the hands of individual citizens may be used 
at individual discretion ... in private self-defense. 

Thomas Jefferson: No free man shall ever be debarred from the use 
of arms. The Constitution of most of our states (and of the United 
States) assert that all power is inherent in the people, that they may 
exercise it by themselves; that it is their right and duty to be at all 
times armed. 

George Mason: I ask you, sir, what is the militia? It is the whole 
people except for a few public officials. To disarm the people, that is 
the best and most effective way to enslave them. 

Zachariah Johnson: The people are not to be deprived of their 
weapons. They are left in full possession of them. 

Tenche Cox: The unlimited power of the sword is not in the hands of 
either federal of state governments, but, where I trust in God it will 
ever remain, in the hands of the people. 

Fisher Ames: The rights of conscience, of bearing arms, of chang¬ 
ing governments are declared to be inherent in the people. 

Alexander Hamilton: The best we can hope for concerning the peo¬ 
ple is that they be properly armed. 

Most State constitutions also spell out the right of citizens to keep 
and bear arms, and generally it has been accepted as such, other than 
by Socialists and liberal courts like the Warren Burger Court, that the 
right to keep and bear arms is always vested in the people, and not in 
the States or any government agency. 
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There are thousands of ordinances implementing “gun control,” but 
all are null and void; and in violation of the Dick Act, the 2 nd 
Amendment and Article 1, Section 9, Part 3 of the U.S. Constitution 

- no bill of attainder or expost facto laws shall be passed. 

No legislative board, local, county, or State legislatures can purport 
to pass ordinances or laws that violate the Constitution of the United 
States and the Bill of Rights. All such legislative acts must conform 
to the supreme law of the land. 

Waco was a bill of attainder and expost facto violation, a 2nd 
Amendment violation, and the perpetrators ought to have been 
brought to justice and criminally charged for the unlawful deaths of 
David Koresh and his people. 

Janet Reno, the BATF and the FBI at Waco, grossly violated the 
constitutional restraints imposed upon the Federal Government by 
the Dick Act and especially by Article 1, Sec. 9, Part 3 of the U.S. 
Constitution, the 2nd Amendment and the 10 th Amendment. 

Let me remind all government officials that St. George Tucker, 
Thomas Paine, George Washington, James Madison, Noah Webster, 
Patrick Henry and Zachariah Johnson did not say that the right to 
bear arms was vested in the militia, and in any case as George Mason 
said: The militia consists of the whole people. 

Nor is it expressly implied or incidental to a power already in the 
Constitution that the Federal government, the Congress, the 
President, the several States, or any local municipality or town board 
can abolish, usurp, infringe upon, or in any way, shape or form, alter 
or amend or abridge the right of citizens/people, freemen, militia, to 
keep and bear arms of whatever type or in any quantity they may 
deem necessary, for their protection, as guaranteed by the 2 nd 
Amendment. The Right To Keep and Bear Arms Report by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee makes this abundantly clear. 

The Dick Act passed by Congress on June 30, 1902 was written by 
Representative (General) Dick, and it is a very lengthy document 
from which I can only quote extracts in this letter. 
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The Dick Act H.R. 11654 consists of legislation protecting the 2 nd 
Amendment . . . The Dick Act confirms the existence of three types 
of militia; the regular Army; the Organized Militia - known as the 
National Guard — and the unorganized militia. 

It is found in the Congressional Record, House, pages 7706-7713, 
321-352, 7594-7595, Efficiency of the Militia, bill H.R. 11654: 

Be it enacted that the militia shall consist of every able-bodied male 
citizen, respective of States, Territories, and the District of Columbia 
and every able-bodied male of foreign birth who has declared his 
intention to become a citizen, who is more than 18 and less than 45 
years of age, shall be divided into three classes; the organized 
militia, to be known as The National Guard of the State, Territory or 
District of Columbia, or by such other designations by the laws of 
the respective States or Territories, as may be given by the laws of 
the respective States or Territories, the national voluntary reserve 
as provided in this act, and the remainder to be known as the reserve 
militia. 

All citizens come under the right to keep and bear arms as the Militia 
Act and the revised Militia Act -- the Dick Act — make it perfectly 
plain that they go together. They give the citizen/people, the right to 
keep and bear arms for their own protection. For example, most 
States have wording similar to the Constitution of the State of 
Oregon: 

Article l, Section 27, Right to bear arms - The people have the right 
to bear arms for the defense of themselves and the State, but the 
military shall be in subordination to the Civil power. 

Nowhere does it say that the right to bear arms is vested solely in the 
organized militia. The third Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, John 
Marshall, said that unless the power sought is found in the 
Constitution or is expressly implied, it is a prohibition of that power 
(law, ordinance etc.). That makes all so-called “gun laws” nullities 
and not laws at all and incumbent upon none to observe. No 
ordinance or law can be based on a violation of the Constitution and 
the Bill of Rights, the Dick Act, and Article. 1, Section.9, Part 3, of 
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the U.S. Constitution. John Marshall stated that when a legislative 
body (including a town or city council) goes outside the pale and the 
ken of the Constitution, its directives, ordinances, rules and 
regulations that purport to abridge the right of citizens to keep and 
bear arms are null and void and no law at all. 

Local governments cannot pass ordinances that violate the 2 nd 
Amendment rights of the people, nor any other amendment dealing 
with personal rights and, as I said before, the right to keep and bear 
arms is a personal right dating back to the Magna Carta. 

All so-called gun control “laws” are bills of attainder, pains and 
penalties, expost facto violations and unconstitutional. In addition, 
the Dick Act prohibits local boards, town councils, county boards, 
States or the Congress from denying the millions of citizens who 
make up the unorganized (un-enrolled militia), their personal right to 
keep and bear arms of any type and in any quantity they may deem 
fit for their protection. 

There is considerable evidence to support the contention that the 
right to keep and bear arms is a personal right found in Duke Law 
Journal Volume 43, No. 6 43, Duke L.J. 1236 (1994) by William van 
Alstyne, Professor of Law at the Duke University. 

Only a small number of extracts of this valuable contribution to 2nd 
Amendment rights can be printed here: 

In startling contrast, during this time, however, the Second 
Amendment has generated almost no useful body of law. Indeed, it is 
substantially accurate to say that the useful case law of the Second 
Amendment, even in 1994, is mostly missing in action. 

In its place, what we have is roughly of the same scanty and utterly 
underdeveloped nature as was characteristic of the equally scanty 
and equally underdeveloped case law (such as it was then) of the 
First Amendment in 1904.. . 

In short, what was true of the First Amendment as of 1904 remains 
true of the Second Amendment even now... 
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The most one can divine from the Supreme Court’s scanty decisions . 

. . is that such right to keep and bear arms as may be secured by this 
amendment may extend to such "Arms’ as would be serviceable 
within the militia (but not otherwise so -- a sawed off shotgun may 
not qualify, though presumably by this test — the heavy automatic 
rifles assuredly would. (See United State 445 U.S. 55,65n.8 1980). . . 
Robertson vs. Baldwin, 165 U.S. 275-282 (1897), referring to ‘the 
right of the people to keep and bear Arms as a personal right. ’ 

There are a few 19th century decisions, which have never been 
revisited by the Supreme Court merely mimicked others of the same 
era in holding that NONE of the rights enumerated in the Bill of 
Rights were made applicable by the 14th Amendment to the States -- 
see ‘Presser vs. Illinois, 116 U.S. 252, 265, (1886) (citing U.S. vs. 
Cruickshank, 92 U.S. 524,553(1875) 

The reference to a ‘well regulated Militia’ is in the first and last 
instance a reference to the ordinary citizenry. It is not at all a 
reference to regular armed soldiers as members of some standing 
army. 

And quite obviously, neither is it a reference merely to the state or to 
the local police. The very assumption of the clause, moreover, is that 
ordinary citizens (rather than merely soldiers, or merely the police), 
may themselves possess arms, for it is from these ordinary citizens 
who as citizens have a right to keep and bear arms (as the second 
clause provides) that such well regulated militia as a state may 
provide for, is itself to be drawn. 

Indeed, it is more than merely an assumption however, precisely 
because, ‘the right of the people to keep and bear Arms’ is itself 
stipulated in the second clause. It is this right that is expressly 
identified as the right that is not to be (‘shall not be ’) infringed. The 
right is made the express guarantee of the clause. There is thus no 
room left for a claim that, despite this language, the amendment 
actually means to reserve to Congress some power to contradict its 
very terms, (e.g. that 'the Congress may if it thinks proper, forbid to 
the people to keep and bear arms to such extent as Congress sees fit 
to do. ’ 
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On the one hand we have the anti-Constitutionalists like Clinton, 
trying to disarm the people and tax and interfere with what types of 
weapons the American people are allowed to carry under the 2 nd 
Amendment rights, and on the other hand, we have the landmark 
case, DeShaney vs. Winnebago County Dept, of Social Services, 489 
U.S. 189 (1989) that there is no constitutional obligation upon 
government to protect every person from force or violence (and also 
no obligation or liability for failing to come to any person so 
threatened.) 

Blackstone’s Commentaries says the right of self defense is the 
oldest right known to mankind. That being the case how does 
Government propose that citizens exercise their right to self defense, 
which the 2 nd Amendment specifically defines as a personal right, 
since Government says it is not obliged to do so? The very notion 
that government, having backed away from an obligation to defend 
its citizens, can then impose fines and even imprison the same 
citizens who by the use of arms, ward off attackers, is preposterous. 

The 2 nd Amendment was most certainly written for two or more 
reasons: 

■ It was to give the citizen the absolute personal right to 
keep and bear arms for protection. 

■ It was written to arm the citizens in a militia that would 
be the protection of the people against some future, 
tyrannical government. 

■ The clause concerning the Militia was not written to limit 
ownership of arms to the Militia of the States. The clause 
was inserted solely to show that the Framers did not trust 
a standing Army and preferred to have a Militia defense 
force. 

■ Both of these goals are crucial to the maintenance of 
liberty, and Thomas Cooley so stated. In the light of the 
foregoing, it can now be seen just how unconstitutional 
was the Federal government’s actions at Waco and Ruby 
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Ridge, and what is even more frightening, is that the 
guilty, the violations of a bill of attainder and expost facto 
laws, remain unpunished at the time this work goes to 
print. 

In the case of those who were directly responsible for 
these serious violations, a few have been placed on paid 
leave; no charges having been brought against those 
responsible for the murders at Waco and Ruby Ridge, 
and there the matter lies. It is indeed a most fearful state 
of affairs and indicative of just how far a tyrannical 
Central Government has advanced. We, the People, might 
well have to fight a second American Revolution to get 
our country back. 
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CHAPTER 23 

A DECLARATION OF WAR 
IS CONSTITUTIONALLY MANDATED 


In ordering U.S. military forces to Iraq, Bush the elder trampled the 

U.S. Constitution, thereby creating a constitutional crisis of the 
gravest magnitude. The problem was compounded by his son, 
President George W. Bush, in ordering troops to Iraq in 2000, for the 
second time. Never before have the United States (plural) been as 
threatened as they were by the G.H.W. Bush and G.W. Bush power 
grabs. What happened was the constitutional crisis that they created 
led to bigger and more frequent usurpation of powers by the 
Executive branch, making it easy for presidents to “stand in the place 
where kings stood” and consign the Constitution to the trash can of 
history. 

On pages 899-907, Congressional Globe, February 1869, and 
particularly to page 903, we find the following: 

That the United States will guarantee every state in the Union a 
republican form of government, and Congress is empowered to 
enforce this guarantee. The definition of republican government was 
solemnly announced by our fathers, first, in that great battle cry 
which preceded the Revolution, ‘taxation without representation is 
tyranny’ and secondly, in the Great Declaration at the birth of the 
Republic, that all men are equal in rights and that the government 
stands on the consent of the governed. A republic is where taxation 
and representation go hand in hand, where all are equal in rights 
and no man is excluded from participation of government. .. 

St. George Tucker said: 

These circumstances but too well justify the remark, that if a single 
executive do not exhibit all the features of a monarchy at first, like 
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infant Hercules, it only requires time to mature its strength, to evince 
the extent of its powers. 

On page 329 of the above, we find the following restrictions applied 
to the president: 

The first shall be commander in chief of the army and navy of the 
United States and of the militia of the several States, when called 
into the service of the United States. A power similar to that of a 
king of England, and of the stadtholder of Holland, before the 
revolution; yet qualified by more restrictions, which / believe, were 
not to be found in either of these governments. As, first; He cannot 
make rules for the regulation and government of the Army and the 
Navy himself, but must be governed according to regulations 
established by Congress. 

In short, none of the former presidents had any war powers, and 
neither does the current one, George W. Bush. 

... A third and infinitely more important check ... as long as 
elections continue as frequent as the present, is that no 
appropriations for support of an army can be made for longer than 
two years, the period for which congress is chosen -- this puts the 
power of the people at the end of the period. Fourthly; the Militia of 
the several States, though subject to his command when called into 
service by the authority of Congress and must be governed by law; 

Herein it is expressed that the final authority is exercised by the 
House and Senate — when their consent is given in the proper form 
of a declaration of war. There are restrictions on the president 
calling out the Militia of the States, which he can do for three 
reasons only: 

■ Repel an invasion 

■ Uphold laws of the Union 
a In the case of insurrection 

The president does not assume the title of commander in chief of the 
armed forces simply by being elected to the office. 
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Article 11, Section 2, part 1 of the U.S. Constitution “when actually 
called into service ” makes the distinction. A careful reading of the 
foregoing leaves a clear picture: the president is not automatically 
the commander in chief upon being elected to office. The word 
“actual” is the key. 

A king has command of the Armed Forces and does not need the 
permission of the legislature to act. The president of the United 
States, on the other hand, absolutely requires Congress to pass a joint 
resolution declaring war before our Armed Forces can be sent 
anywhere. There is not one place in the delegated powers of the 
Executive where it says that the president has war powers. There is 
nothing in the delegated powers of Congress (Art. 1, Section 8, 
Clauses 1-18) that allows it. Article 11, Section 2, part 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution states that the only duties the president has are military 
duties, when called into actual service ; and even then he has no role 
in planning or choosing reasons for taking America to war, or in 
ordering the mission of the troops. 

Only the House and Senate can plan a war or order military action in 
support of it to be taken. If and when this is done by the House and 
Senate, then the House and Senate tell the president what he can and 
cannot do with our military forces; where they can be sent and for 
what purposes. 

Before that action by the joint session of Congress, the president has 
zero power to take action such as sending troops to Bosnia, Haiti, 
Iraq and Afghanistan. The war powers of the Congress and the 
president were thoroughly debated at the time the Mexican War 
engineered by Woodrow Wilson, acting on behalf of American oil 
interests, and again, in 1917. What our legislators need to undertake 
is a thorough study of the Congressional Record, pages 7878-7885 
October 6, 1917 and avoid making the mistake of calling the 
president the commander in chief. 

There is a reason for this. The declaration of war involves a five-step 
process and is probably the most complicated part of the 
Constitution. Congress has always been secretive about the process 
which goes back to Henry Clay, who was the most informed Senator 
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on what comprises a joint session of the House and Senate in a 
constitutional declaration of war. 

Congressional Record, House, July 21, 1888, pages 6635-6653, has 
an excellent definition of limited or partial wars. Our Founding 
Fathers knew a thing or two about wars and the zeal of the executive 
to seize power and wage war whenever the opportunity presented 
itself, which is why they hedged about the Executive with 
restrictions. 

The constitutional way for sending U.S. forces to fight a war over¬ 
seas is for the House and Senate in a joint session to declare war. 

The House and Senate would then pass the necessary joint resolution 
and confer the title of commander in chief upon the president. 
During this time the war powers of the president would be strictly 
limited to military matters. 

President G.W. Bush is the epitome of what James Madison warned 
the American people to be wary of: 

A standing military force with an overgrown Executive will not long 
be the safe companion to liberty. The means of defense against a 
foreign danger have always been the instrument of tyranny at home. 
Among the Romans it was a standing maxim to excite war whenever 
a revolt was apprehended. Throughout Europe the armies kept up 
the pretense of defending, having enslaved the people. 

It is fairly obvious that there is a growing revolt against a failed 
president and his failed policies. To nullify the anger, President Bush 
excited talk of war in the Roman manner and now wants the people 
whom he will enslave by his policies, to support his military 
adventure in Iraq and Afghanistan. The American people have been 
hoodwinked over so-called presidential powers to send troops all 
over the world. 

I suggest that the American people read what the great Pomeroy had 
to say on presidential powers, which can be found in Introduction to 
Constitutional Law: 
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The organic law nowhere prescribes , or limits the causes for which 
hostilities may be waged against a foreign country. The causes of 
war it leaves to the discretion and judgment of the legislature. 

This means the president has no authority to involve the U.S. in 
military adventure outside the U.S. In other words, George Bush had 
zero authority to send troops abroad for that purpose. Such vital 
decisions concerning peace and war are left to the Congress by the 
highest law of the land. 

In addition, the Legislature has the sole authority to fund wars. In 
usurping these powers, President George Bush supported by the 
Republican Party violated his oath of office. If allowed to stand it 
gives the Executive powers of a king and opens wide the door to 
tyranny at home and abroad. Congress created the Executive and the 
Judicial departments of government and given the Founding Father’s 
experiences with King George III, they would never have granted the 
Executive any war-making powers and the same holds good for the 
Judicial department. 

The Constitution was framed precisely to prevent under-the-table 
deals being struck by the president, such as were made by Bush in 
order to promote the illegal war in Iraq. For the edification of the 
constitutional anarchists, the following is an example of a properly 
drawn up declaration of war mandated by the Constitution, which 
President George Bush (and all future presidents) must obtain from 
the House and Senate, before they can take the nation to war: 

■ The House and Senate must pass separate resolutions 
declaring that a state of belligerency exists between the 
United States and the belligerent nation. To pass such a 
resolution could take a few weeks or longer. The 
Founding Fathers did not want some would-be king in 
the White House stampeding the nation into war. 

a The House and Senate must each pass a separate 
resolution that a state of war exists between the United 
States and the belligerent nation, which is a notice to the 
American people that the nation is about to go to war. 
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The word “belligerent” must appear in the wording of 
the resolution. There can be no war without a state of 
belligerency existing. 

(Did Serbia or Iraq exhibit any belligerency toward the 
United States?) 

■ The House and Senate would each pass separate 
resolutions informing the military that the nation is at 
war with the belligerent nation. 

■ Next, the House and Senate would decide whether the 
war against the belligerent nation should be a perfect 
war, or an imperfect war. If an imperfect war (a limited 
war), only one branch of the military can be engaged: If 
a perfect war (unlimited war), then all branches of the 
military can be involved. The Spanish American War, 
WWI and WWII are examples when properly drawn up 
declarations of war by the Congress were passed, which 
ought to be studied by patriots who want to know more 
about these vital issues. 

■ Then, the House and Senate decide if the United States is 
engaged in a public war. In a public war, every man, 
woman and child in the United States is at war with 
every man, woman and child of the belligerent nation. 
Properly debated, such resolutions would take weeks to 
pass, and it is intended as a cooling-off period. 

So-called “police” actions constitute imperfect wars and as such they 
would still require a properly drawn up declaration by the Congress, 
giving the president temporary and limited permission as commander 
in chief in a military action against the belligerent nation or nations. 
The resolution could take the following form, or something like it: 

Resolved by the House and Senate of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled that a state of belligerency exists between (the 
particular nation) and the United States. The president is now given 
the title of commander in chief and is directed to authorize limited 
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military action as a military officer to dispatch (the number of troops 
and their equipment) to the belligerent nation. 

The president will have this limited power of commander in chief for 
forty five days after which time he is to return all servicemen, 
together with their equipment to the United States. The House and 
the Senate reserves the right to make the policy in (the belligerent 
nation) and forbids any unconstitutional usurpation of power by the 
President, the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights being the law 
of the land. 

In the study of the debates about the United States joining the 
defunct League of Nations, I found that the very same issues came 
up then, as have come up with the U.N. The reason why the 
conspiracy to get the United States to join the League of Nations was 
defeated was that the Senators who took the trouble to read the 
document, (something they were not given time to do in the three- 
day so-called U.N. debate), and they saw that if the measure was 
passed by the Senate, it would give the League of Nations superior 
powers to declare war over and above the House and Senate’s 
powers to declare war. 

The U.S. Constitution would then have become subservient to the 
League of Nations Treaty. But the senators correctly concluded that 
for this to happen, a constitutional amendment would have to be 
passed, permitting the League of Nation’s war powers to be in 
violation the U.S. Constitution. This, the Senators quite properly 
refused to allow. 

The same rules apply to the U.N. today and we are not a member of 
the U.N. because constitutionally, we never joined it, as our 
Constitution forbids the legislature from taking any action that 
diminishes the power of the Constitution. 

This is why the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, which led to the Vietnam 
War, was fatally flawed; it was entwined with a U.N. resolution. 
Inasmuch as the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution was prepared by the 
State Department and not the Congress, it was a doubly flawed 
document. 
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Glaringly absent from the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution was a 
mandatory House and Senate resolution stating an act of 
belligerency, and therefore, a state of war, existed between the 
United States and Vietnam and North Korea. 

The Spanish-American War was a correct model of a declaration of 
war as it said that a state of belligerency existed before the 
declaration of war was passed by the House and Senate. This may 
sound complicated, but that is how the Founding Fathers meant it to 
be. They made a cooling-off period mandatory. 

Further excellent reading on the subject can found in the 
Congressional Record, House, July 21, 1888, pages 6635-6653, 
Court of Claims, French Spoliations, Opinions of the Court delivered 
May 17, 1886. 

This was a ruling by Judge John Davis who far surpassed in stature 
in his understanding of the Constitution, any of the current justices of 
the Supreme Court. It is stated in the above-mentioned pages that the 
United States cannot refer to any other nation as the “enemy,” until 
such times as a declaration of war has been passed by the House and 
Senate. The House and Senate originally intended the Naval War 
with France to be a limited or imperfect war, but it progressed to an 
unlimited war. 

There is not one single word in the U.S. Constitution that says that 
the president, acting alone can rush troops to foreign war zones. 
There is nothing in the Constitution that would have allowed 
President George Herbert Walker Bush to use U.S. military as his 
private army to kidnap Gen. Noriega of Panama and shanghai him to 
Florida. Because he grossly violated the highest law of the land Bush 
should have been impeached and tried for treason, or at least, for 
failing to uphold and defend the Constitution in violation of his oath 
of office. The steps to be taken by Congress (House and Senate in a 
joint session) for a declaration of war were mandated by the 
Founding Fathers precisely to tie the hands of the Executive, so that 
the American people could not be forced into war to satisfy some 
deal with which the people did not agree. 
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Confirmation of the foregoing is found in the Congressional Record, 
April, 1917, pages 319-326, which contain a perfect declaration of 
war against Germany as mandated by the Constitution. As much as 
he wanted to take war powers, Wilson knew that the Senate would 
not get America into WWI without a proper declaration of war. This 
differs vastly from “approval by the Senate” for which there is no 
provision in the Constitution. 

Page 7800 of the Congressional Record, October 6, 1917 is vitally 
important, because it quotes what Lincoln wrote to a friend 
concerning the constitutional limitation of war-making powers 
imposed on presidents: 

The provision of the Constitution giving war making powers to 
Congress was dictated, as I understand it, by the following reasons: 
Kings had always been involving and impoverishing their people in 
wars, pretending, in not always, that the good of the people was the 
object. This our convention understood to be the most oppressive of 
all kingly oppressions, and resolved to so frame the Constitution that 
no man should hold the power of bringing this oppression upon us. 
But your view destroys the whole matter and places the president 
where kings have always stood. 

An excellent statement in support of Lincoln’s position was made by 
Rep. De Fazio is found in the Congressional Record, House, January 
12, 1991, pages H402-H403: 

President Harry Truman introduced a large American military force 
into the Korean conflict without Congressional authorization 
whatsoever. His administration advanced the unheard of theory that 
the President, as commander in chief of the Armed Services of the 
United States, has full control over the use thereof. . . The Framers 
(of the Constitution) sought to create an executive, not another king. 

St. George Tucker: 

When under the odious name of ambition shall lead us to conquest, 
when a bold, though raw Militia shall be exchanged for a well- 
trained, well-disciplined and well appointed army; ready to take to 
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the field at the nod of an ambitious president (Roosevelt, Bush, 
Clinton) and believe that the finger of heaven points to that course 
which his directs; then we may regard the day of our happiness as 
past, or hasting rapidly to its decline. 

Henry Clay, undoubtedly the finest constitutional scholar and 
authority on a constitutional declaration of war is quoted on page 
7879, Congressional Record, October 6, 1917, as follows: 

/ conclude, therefore, Mr. President and fellow citizens with entire 
confidence, that Congress has the right, either of the beginning or 
during the prosecution of any war, to decide the objects at the 
beginning or during the prosecution of any war, to decide the objects 
and purposes for which it was proclaimed or for which it ought to 
continue. And / think it is the duty of the Congress by some 
deliberate and authentic act, to declare to what objects the present 
war shall be longer prosecuted. 

I suppose the President would not hesitate to regulate his conduct by 
the pronounced will of Congress to employ force and diplomatic 
power of the nation to execute his will. But if the President should 
decline or refuse to do so, and in an contempt of the supreme 
authority of Congress should persevere in waging war for other 
objects than those proclaimed by Congress, then it would be the 
imperative duty of that body to vindicate its authority by the most 
stringent and effectual and appropriate measures. .. 

There can be no insuperable difficulty in Congress making such an 
authoritative declaration. Let it resolve simply, that the war shall or 
shall not be a war of conquest; and, if a war of conquest, what is to 
be conquered. Should a resolution pass disclaiming the President 
would conform to his constitutional duty. 

On Page 7882 of the Congressional Record, October 6, 1917, we 
find the following: 

Constitutional Provisions involved (in declaration of war) — Section 
8, Article l of the Constitution provides: The Congress shall have the 
power to lay and collect taxes, duties and imposts, and excise to pay 
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the debts and provide the common defense and general welfare of the 
United States. It is clear, from the very first sentence that no war can 
be prosecuted without the consent of the Congress (and this has to be 
in the form of a properly expressed declaration of war.) There is NO 
power in the Constitution given to the Executive Branch to raise 
money for the purposes of making war. Only the Congress can do 
that. From this provision, (standing on its own,) it must follow 
without qualification that the duty of determining whether a war 
shall be prosecuted or not, whether the people’s money shall be 
expended for the purposes of war or not, rests solely upon Congress, 
and with that power goes necessarily, the power to determine the 
purposes of the war, for if the Congress does not approve of the 
purpose of the war, it may refuse to lay the taxes upon the people to 
prosecute it. .. 

To continue from the Congressional Record: 

Another reason for giving this (war making) power to the Congress 
was that the Congress, particularly the House of Representatives 
was assumed to be directly responsible to the people and would most 
nearly represent their views.. . 

The only power relating to war with which the Executive was trusted 
was that of acting commander and chief of the Army and Navy and 
of the Militia (subject to three restrictive limits in the case of the 
Militia) when called into actual service, and not one minute earlier. 
(Emphasis added) 

This provision is found in Section 2, Article 11: 

The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy 
of the United States and the militia of the several States when called 
into actual service of the United States. 

In this is found the total sum and substance of the president’s war 
powers after being called into actual service. The calling is done by 
the Congress. Whether the president agrees or not, he is 
constitutionally bound, first, to obtain a proper declaration of war 
from the Congress for military intervention against any nation, now. 
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and forever in the future. The president cannot enforce the laws of 
the United States in Iraq, Iran or anywhere else. 

The matter was decided in the famous case, Milligan 4 Wall 2: 

The laws of the United States have no effect outside of the territory of 
the United States. Our Army in France or our Navy on the high seas 
may be engaged in worthy enterprises, but they are not enforcing the 
laws of the United States and the President derives his Constitutional 
obligations to enforce the laws of the country, no power to determine 
the cause of the present war. . . 

The Constitution in Article I, Section 8, Clause II states: 

To declare war and punish piracies. 

Here it is expressly implied here that only the Congress can declare 
war and that the president is not commander in chief except in time 
of war after the House and Senate in a joint resolution give him the 
power of commander in chief to proceed against the enemy by 
calling him into actual service. 

The term, “commander in chief’ was first used when the Continental 
Congress called General George Washington into service at the time 
of the American Revolution. Before that, Washington was not the 
commander in chief of the armed services. 

Our laws are taken directly from the Athenian legislature. To 
preserve the Constitution of the United States through the ages and to 
withstand men like G.W. Bush, the Constitution was written so these 
delegated powers were expressed and in some instances, expressly 
implied. 

The important thing to remember is that our Founding Fathers did 
not desire a simplistic document. They wanted the Constitution to be 
abstruse and complex. Simplistic constitutions, (like the constitution 
of the former USSR) allow plenty of leeway for tyrants. So if our 
Constitution seems complex, it is meant to be that way. 
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Where in the Constitution is it stated or expressly implied that the 
president is the commander in chief? It is just not there! 

We know that at the time Vattel’s Law of Nations was written, 
Europe was controlled by absolute and non-absolute monarchies. 
Under an absolute monarchy, the king or the prince could declare 
war on command. Monarchs borrowed money to carry out their wars 
to the detriment of the people. Our Founding Fathers were 
determined not to give the power of the purse and the sword to the 
president and that is why he does not have this power to this very 
day. For a president to say he is the commander in chief, and for this 
absurdity to be echoed by the news media and most members of the 
legislature, is a horrible error, which is perpetuated to fool the 
American people. Of course matters went from bad to worse when 
Franklin Roosevelt was in the White House, engaging in an 
undeclared, unconstitutional war on German shipping before the U.S. 
ever got into WWII. 

Senator Bayard had this to say: Congressional Record, Senate 
March 17, 1884 pages 1962-1967: 

When ever for the few and simple powers to be sparingly adminis¬ 
tered, vested by the Constitution in the simple and severe government 
of a confederation of Republics (remember George Washington 
called the United States a Confederated Republic) there shall be 
substituted the powers and duties, excessive revenue, lavish 
expenditure, the corruption of a consolidated imperial republic, 
there will have struck the hour which announces its recipient 
disintegration — to be consumed through successive agonies of 
despotisms, oppression, war, separation, there will have struck the 
hours of our doom. 

This is a very accurate portrayal of conditions in America in the year 
2008. The Founding Fathers knew the Executive could never be 
trusted with war-making powers. Instead, it had to be caged and kept 
under constraint, and not without good reason. They also knew that 
the central government would seek greater powers than those granted 
by the Constitution, so they gave the Central government strictly 
regulated and controlled powers, delegated by We, the People. 
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Article 1, Section 9 of the Constitution of the United States denies 
any war powers to the Executive and gives them to Congress to leg¬ 
islate on the constitutionally through a mandated declaration of war. 
As for the president, his powers are found in Section 11 of the U.S. 
Constitution, and he has none other. 

We can safely discount so-called “Executive Orders” as these are 
proclamations forbidden by the Constitution. Only kings of England 
have the power to issue proclamations; the President of the United 
States, not being a king has no such power. In these days of abuse of 
power by certain departments of government, it is important to know 
that the three branches of government are not co-equal. 

The Continental Congress created the Executive and Judicial 
branches and Congress never intended them to be coequal. Congress 
has superior powers, especially through its control of the purse 
strings. Technically, Congress could close down the Executive and 
the Judiciary by simply refusing to fund both branches. 

Unless President G.W. Bush and all succeeding him are constrained 
by the Constitution, the Executive will continue to play with fire, 
especially in the Middle East, which could very easily get out of 
hand and engulf the world in war. If there are any leaders left in this 
country, now is the time for such leaders to come forward and 
demand that the president (and likewise the House and Senate) obey 
the Constitution, and, if they refuse, then the necessary constitutional 
measures to force obedience to the Constitution, the highest law, 
must to taken to correct the situation. 

The Constitution says that We, the People, are vested with the 
authority to remove from office those who violate the Constitution. 
Let us make sure that the Congress and the president abide by the 
Constitution or face the penalties for defiling the Constitution as 
mandated by the Founding Fathers. 
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CHAPTER 24 

ABUSE OF THE CONSTITUTION BY 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

4 th AMENDMENT TRAMMELED AND TRASHED 

FIRST AMENDMENT DOES NOT PROHIBIT SCHOOL 
PRAYER FEDERAL ELECTIONS THE FLAG DEBATE 

1 he American people saw in Waco and Ruby Ridge unmistakable 

evidence that the Federal government has openly taken a position to 
nullify the 4 th Amendment rights of We, the People. 

There are scores of writers in this country, who are sounding a 
clarion call to the citizens to defend the Constitution, or face the 
prospect of losing it altogether. 

The enemy within our gates is engaging in low-intensity warfare to 
dismantle the Constitution piece by piece, rather than try a head-on 
assault on a target which is too strong for that. What is needed is a 
national institution of some kind or other to take up the cudgels 
against the one enemy of the Constitution we can readily identify. 
But unless this national movement comes soon, we are going to see 
the United States go the way of ancient Greece and Rome, and that is 
not as far down the road as some might mistakenly imagine. 

Every day, new attempts to destroy the 4th Amendment are being 
made. History — and that includes the history of the United States — 
is replete with examples of tyrants seizing power under the pretext of 
benefiting the nation. Bush and his relative, the late unlamented 
Franklin D. Roosevelt were past masters in this deception. Don’t 
forget Roosevelt gave us Pearl Harbor, and Bush gave us the Gulf 
War, NAFTA, GATT, FinCen, all under pretexts of for the benefit of 
the nation and all 100 percent unconstitutional. 
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What we have here is a major Constitutional crisis building up over 
the invasion of our right to privacy. 


EXAMPLES OF THE HOUSE a SENATE 
CENTRALIZING COMMON LAW 

There has been much misunderstanding over this law, which is a 
common law case, applicable only in the State where the case 
occurred. The original State decided voluntarily to bring Miranda 
before the Supreme Court. Having done so, the Miranda case ruling 
became binding only in that State and did not apply to all States. But 
when a case is about the Constitution or about relations between the 
States; the decision handed down by the Supreme Court is binding 
upon all of the States. 

There is nothing in the Constitution that would allow the U.S. 
Supreme Court to force standardization in common law cases upon 
the States by the case, as it does now. The Bill of Rights, Article VII 
forbids the standardization of common law of all of the States. The 
original 13 States kept their own common law intact when they 
entered the Union, and when the other States joined, they adopted the 
common law of one of the original 13 States into their State 
Constitutions. The best place to look for the intent of Article VII of 
the Bill of Rights is in the Virginia Constitution at the time the 
Founding Fathers were drafting the Constitution. 

Today we find legislators trying to standardize or “unify” the 
common law of the States, which the Founding Fathers forbad. Any 
so-called “U.S. Code,” which purports to rewrite the common law of 
the several States with intent to standardize same, is null and void 
and of no effect whatsoever. 

The Founding Fathers feared a king or a dictator and that is why they 
wrote the Bill of Rights as they did. In short, they feared a 
centralized government and thought they had made sure it would 
never happen, but they never knew the cunning duplicity of men like 
Earl Warren who set out to standardize the U.S. Code so that the 
central government can flout the 10 th Amendment. 
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FREEDOM OF RELIGION 

What the Supreme Court has done and is still doing, is taking 
advantage of the briefness (terseness) of the amendments in the Bill 
of Rights to flout the intent and circumvent the Constitution. In 
addition to the above examples, there is the so-called “freedom of 
religion” proviso of Article 1. 

The freedom of religion provision in this article was taken directly 
from the Virginia Constitution at the time the Founding Fathers were 
drafting the U.S. Constitution. The secular humanist Justice Earl 
Warren was a lawyer who knew exactly what the Virginia 
Constitution had to say about the matter. But instead of using a 
scholarly approach, he used a secular humanist Communist approach 
and wrote part of the Communist Manifesto of 1848 into the law, in 
order to better promote atheism in our schools and destroy the 
family, the building block of the nation. Warren took advantage of 
the brevity of the Constitution in order to compromise and twist its 
meaning. Warren’s decision was an attempt to turn this nation into a 
Godless Nation, where the birth and death of Christ cannot be 
nationally observed as it is in all other Christian countries. It was 
also his chance to wreck public schools, where discipline is now a 
dirty word and education has gone to hell in a hand basket. The 
proliferation of drug usage among school children is the direct 
outcome of Warren’s butchery of the Bill of Rights. Warren knew 
very well the Virginia State Constitution spelled out freedom of 
religion to mean that no one Christian denomination should be 
dominant over other Christian denominations. It was intended to 
keep the United States from having a State religion, as is the case in 
England, Germany and Denmark, for example. It was aimed 
primarily at the Church of England. The Founding Fathers did not 
want a national church with close ties to the central government. 

THE FIRST AMENDMENT 
DOES NOT PROHIBIT SCHOOL PRAYERS 

There is not one word either expressed or expressly implied, or in 
consonance with or pursuant to the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights, that would allow the courts to prohibit payers in our schools. 
And don’t trot out the so-called “Separation of Church and State” the 


237 



Dr. John Coleman 


mythical “wall of separation” because elsewhere I have clearly 
undercut the metaphysical legerdemain of the fevered imaginations 
of the man who invented the phrase, one Leo Pfeiffer. 

If anyone can show where in the Constitution and the Bill of Rights 
it states that there is a “wall of separation” preventing prayer in 
schools then I would very much like to hear from them. Prayer in 
schools is a matter reserved to the States under the 10th Amendment 
and the Central government has no right to meddle in such issues, 
which should never have become an “issue” and probably would not 
have, but for the intervention of the ACLU. Earl Warren committed 
another abuse of the 9 th Amendment when he read his predilections 
into the decision to ban prayer in schools. 

One of the innumerable institutions which spring up like magic 
whenever there is an abuse of the Constitution, and they are almost 
always on the side of the anti-Constitution forces, is the Aspen 
Institute, a branch of British Intelligence MI6 in the United States. 
Their paper, Global Ideology, Humanist Studies and the Aspen 
Institute says it all. This organization is determined to keep prayer 
out of schools just as they were determined that Easter and Christmas 
did not become national holidays. Even former Communist countries 
like Hungary and Poland never did this. During the height of 
Communist rule, Christian churches remained open and were 
allowed to celebrate the holy days on the Christian calendar. 

It is abundantly clear that the Supreme Court went beyond the pale 
and the ken of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights when it banned 
prayers in schools. 

As Senator Helms said on page S722 of the Congressional Record: 

This decision brought with it a tidal wave of pornography, incest, 
illegitimacy, poverty, teenage suicide, AIDS, just to name a few. 

To which one could add, teenage pregnancies, drug addiction, 
rebellion against parents, violent teenage crime, an increase in the 
number of teenage gangs, teenage rape, disrespect for women, and a 
staggering number of teenage abortions. The list is almost endless. 
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Yet legislators like Senators Feinstein and Boxer loudly proclaim 
that they are horrified by crime and try to blame the rise in crime on 
guns. They should abandon their unconstitutional opposition to 
school prayer if they really want to see a big drop in the rate of 
teenage crime. As to the Government’s belief that it can intervene in 
education in the States and ban the centuries-old tradition of school 
prayer, I point to the comments of the Hon. James Jones of Arkansas 
found in the Congressional Record, Appendix, June 26, 1884: 

Aid to Common Schools, Views of General Jackson, Pres. Monroe 
and others: This long line of precedents and authorities, approved 
by, / believe all Presidents, and acted on continuously by the 
Government, is to my mind conclusive of two points; First, that the 
Government has a right and the constitutional power to pass this bill 
and to make appropriations and carry it into effect; and Second, that 
the Government cannot, even with the consent of the States, control 
the object for which the appropriation is made without a 
constitutional amendment, authorizing it; that this bill does not and 
could not convey directly or by any implication such power. For 
myself / follow the teachings and example of Jefferson, Madison, 
Calhoun, and Andrew Jackson. 

And what are these teachings? They are that the Central Government 
cannot appropriate money for education in the States and then tell 
them how to spend it, nor can it say that such appropriations can be 
withheld if the States do things the Federal Government may not like 
-such as allowing prayer in schools. The States ought to call the 
carrot-and-stick bluff of the Federal Government. The old tale that 
the Federal Government can withhold subsidies if schools in the 
States allow prayers is just so much unconstitutional nonsense. 

The problems facing our nation are rooted in the lack of knowledge 
of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. We have far too many 
laws passed by the Congress without putting them to a test as to their 
constitutionality. 

No law becomes law unless it has passed scrutiny as to its 
constitutionality. And about 70 percent of all laws passed since 1933 
are unconstitutional because they failed to meet this stringent test. 
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"FEDERAL'* ELECTIONS 

We hear people talking about “Federal” elections, especially the 
jackals of the media who are prone to use this expression. The fact is 
that the Federal Government has no voters, except for Washington 
DC, the dependencies and the armed services abroad, so how then 
can it hold Federal elections? 

Congressional Record, Senate, June 27, 1879, pages 2388-2397, 

Senator Wallace: 

The Federal Government has no voters; it can make none; it can 
constitutionally control none. . . When it asserts the power to create 
and hold elections or to control the conduct of the voter on 'election 
day’ or maintain equal ‘suffrage’ it tramples underfoot the very 
basis of the Federal System and seeks to build a consolidated 
government of democratic republic. This is plain purpose of the men 
in control of the Federal Government, and to this end, the teachings 
of leading republicans are now shaped. There are no national voters. 
Voters who vote for national representatives are qualified by State 
Constitutions and State laws and national citizenship is not required 
of a voter of the State by any provision of the Federal Government or 
in practice. 

This makes the Federal Election Commission (FEC) one hundred 
percent unconstitutional an abuse of power by the Federal 
Government. It leaves the FEC outside of the Constitution. In short 
the FEC is null and void. The FEC cannot create a new class of 
national voters, because to do so would violate Article 1, Sec. IV 
Part 1 of the Constitution. The people, the sovereigns, should 
therefore, demand that it be shut down. 

FLAG DEBATE 

Led by Senator Diane Feinstein, the flag debate reached the height of 
absurdity and once again proved if indeed it needed further proof that 
only a handful of those in the Senate know the United States 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. When it comes to demonstrating 
an understanding the depth of profundity and the layer upon layer of 
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complexities of the Constitution, they are weighed in the balance and 
found wanting. 

Senator Feinstein has emerged as a committed detractor of the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. While carrying a concealed 
weapon, Feinstein goes about the country, railing about how terrible 
guns are. She has made several attempts to abridge the 2 nd 
Amendment. Feinstein has posed concern for the flag by proposing 
an amendment to the Bill of Rights to defend the flag from 
desecrators. If her wish were granted, it would be the first ever 
Amendment to the Bill of Rights since it was written. There is no 
need for a debate on the flag. Had the senators done their homework, 
they would have known this. 

The Constitution and the Bill of Rights cannot be compromised. To 
infringe a fundamental right to the Constitution, as happened with 
passage of the Brady bill and the so-called “assault weapons” ban, is 
unconstitutional. Unless and until the 2 nd Amendment is repealed, 
both these “laws” are of no force or effect. Feinstein should have 
been impeached the minute she introduced her “assault weapons” 
bill. 

Legislators like Feinstein follow the Communist tradition of grafting 
words and phrases that are not in the Constitution and giving them an 
infallible meaning. 

A hammer used to kill someone is an “assault weapon.” A knife used 
to kill someone is another “assault weapon.” Carried to its logical 
absurdity, Feinstein should now designate different types of 
hammers and knives as “assault weapons,” which should be banned. 
The old excuse that the Brady and “assault weapons” bills were anti¬ 
crime measures, dates back to the Communist Manifesto of 1848. 
Lenin, a staunch advocate of gun control, told his followers: 

Only the Soviets can effectively arm the proletariat and disarm the 
bourgeoisie. Unless this is done, victory for Socialism is impossible. 

So there we have it. Until the Socialists can disarm We, the People, 
their goal of a One World Socialist Government for the United States 
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cannot be realized. Senator Charles Schumer is another staunch 
advocate of compromising the Constitution. Yet, Schumer enjoys 
wide support in the Pentagon, and of course, the White House. The 
Omnibus Counter Terrorism Act of 1995 was largely drafted by the 
Pentagon, which has no constitutional authority to draft laws. There 
is absolutely no need for this bill; everything in it is already covered 
by the scores of existing sedition laws and especially, the Sedition 
Act of October 16, 1918. Much of the Pentagon-Schumer bills are 
Bills of Attainder and expost facto forbidden by the United States 
Constitution. 

To return to the flag issue. In the first place, the flag does not come 
under the 1 st Amendment. I find no mention of the flag in the 1st 
Amendment, nor is it expressly implied therein. The U.S. 
Constitution, in many other places does express powers to protect the 
U.S. flag from desecration in public. 

Protection of the U.S. flag is covered in the war powers of the 
Congress. Article 1, Section 8, Clause 13; “ To provide a Navy. ” 
Here it is expressly implied that the Navy has the U.S. flag under its 
protection. Clause II: 

To declare war, grant letters of marquee and reprisals and make 
rules concerning capture on land and water. 

Here it is expressly implied that the U.S. flag is a symbol of 
sovereignty of the nation, and therefore, has no connection to the 1st 
Amendment. 

The U.S. flag accompanies our armed services to war and identifies 
them from enemy forces, and inspires them as a symbol of loyalty to 
uphold the sovereignty of the United States, and is also similarly 
held by our armed services in peacetime. It is expressly implied that 
the U.S. flag is under regulation in both war and peace. 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 15: 

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the laws of the 
Union etc. 
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Here it is expressly implied that the U.S. flag is called out to 
“execute the laws, suppress insurrection and repel invasions.” 

The U.S. flag is protected under the provision of treason in Article 
III, Section 3, and part 1: 

Treason against the United States shall consist only of levying war 
against them, or adhering to their enemies, giving them aid and 
comfort etc. Expressly implied in these words is the protection of 
the U.S. flag. When a person desecrates the U.S. flag in public where 
there are two or more witnesses, it is an overt act of treason, and they 
can be tried for treason. 

We don’t need an amendment to the Bill of Rights -- we already 
have the powers needed to deal with desecration of our flag. The 
auxiliary powers of Congress are contained in Article 1, Section 8, 
Clause 18: 

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers and all powers vested in the 
Government of the United States, or in any department thereof 

President Monroe called these the secondary powers of Congress and 
he defined Article 1, Section 8, as the primary powers. Two words, 
“necessary” and “proper,” protect our flag from desecration. In 
addition, the U.S. flag is protected in its integrity and implied 
sovereignty under the war powers in our many scores of sedition 
laws. 

It is not generally known that the United States has 

SEVERAL SEDITION LAWS 

Sedition laws go back to the first or early session of Congress and 
they are constitutional. There is the Sedition Act of 1918 (October 
16, 1918). These laws were passed as Congress realized the dreadful 
danger to the United States arising from the hordes of Eastern 
European “refugees,” who were, for the most part, virulent, violent 
non-Christian Bolsheviks, anarchists or Socialists who came to the 
United States with the intent and purpose of socializing and then 
communizing the country. 
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Trotsky, the rabid Bolshevik leader settled among them in the East 
Side of New York where he openly preached sedition. 

The Sedition Act of 1918 is a particularly efficacious law. Some of it 
can be found in the Congressional Record, Senate, February 5, 1923, 
pages 3005-3027. The language of the act refers to “anarchists,” but 
in reality, they were Bolshevist terrorists, in deed and purpose. In 
political persuasion they were Bolsheviks; Communists of the most 
virulent kind ever to set foot on these shores. 

From Sec. 1 of the Sedition Act of October 16, 1918: 

That aliens who are anarchist aliens who believe in or advocate the 
overthrow by force or violence the government of the United States 
or of all forms of law: Aliens who advocate and teach the unlawful, 
destruction of property, aliens who are members of or affiliated with 
any organization that entertains a belief in, teaches, or advocates the 
overthrow by force by violence (it is aimed at Communists and their 
A.C.L.U. protectors) or violence of the Government of the United 
States or of all forms of law or that entertains or teaches disbelief in 
or opposition to all organized Government, or that advocates the 
duty, necessary, or propriety of the unlawful assaulting or killing of 
any officers, either of specific individuals or of officers generally of 
the government of the United States or of any of its organization, 
because of his or hers or their official character, or that advocate or 
teaches the unlawful destruction of property shall be excluded from 
admission to the U.S. 

Of course Earl Warren prostituted the Supreme Court by attempting 
to make it “lawful” for the anarchists-Communists to overthrow the 
Republic and in his endeavor he was ably assisted by William O. 
Douglas. Some judges tried to make it “legal” to burn or otherwise 
destroy or desecrate the U.S. flag by predilections — reading their 
own thoughts into the Constitution, forbidden by the 9th 
Amendment. Justice Warren was particularly guilty of committing 
heinous treason by taking treason cases out of the jurisdiction of 
State courts where they rightfully belonged, thus in effect, making 
the United States Constitution, “a blank piece of paper by 
construction,” to quote Thomas Jefferson. 
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Warren did the unspeakable; he used the 1st Amendment and blithe¬ 
ly ignored the balance of the Constitution, a sure way to commit 
treason and get away with it. 

This tactic was also the forte of Justice William O. Douglas who 
virtually wrecked the Constitution through his unlawful tactics. As a 
rule of thumb, wherever we hear the war powers of Congress recited, 
or read about the war powers in the Congressional Record, then we 
should understand that it is synonymous with the protection and 
integrity of sovereignty, of our flag. 

This is why when the flag is lowered on a military establishment it 
never touches the ground and is folded in the shape of George 
Washington’s hat. One of the first visible signs of sovereignty of any 
nation is its flag. Desecration of our flag is desecration of our 
nation’s sovereignty, an act of treason, punishable under a host of 
sedition laws. The bottom line is that we don’t need Socialists like 
Feinstein and Schumer meddling with the Bill of Rights out of 
supposed patriotism. Through the subterfuge of isolating the Articles 
of the Constitution, Douglas and Warren rendered yeoman service to 
the Socialists, anarchists and Communists in reading their own 
thoughts into, and thereby subverting the Constitution. The cause of 
Socialism was well served by Douglas and Warren, whose goal was 
the overthrow of the Constitution. To attempt to isolate the various 
clauses of the Constitution is to commit treason. 

There is no place in the Republic for those who commit treason and 
there are existing laws to deal with them, which need to be used and 
applied. This nation has a crying need to get back to constitutional 
government before the One World Government proponents succeed 
in making it of no effect. Our priceless heritage must be returned to 
a place of preeminence where scofflaws from the president on down 
can be caged and bound by its chains. 
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Addendum: 

Simulated drowning also known as “Water boarding.” 

With the disclosure that the CIA has been torturing persons taken 
captive in Afghanistan and elsewhere, there has been much 
discussion as to whether torture is permissible. There is no need for 
discussion. 

The answer is there is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that would 
allow it and the “end justifies the means” doctrine is a doctrine 
straight from hell. 

The Constitution is very clear about this ugly behavior, it is 
prohibited. In addition, the four Geneva Conventions, to which the 
U.S. is a signatory, outlaw all forms of cruel and unusual punishment 
and simulated drowning has to be one of the worst in the litany of 
methods of torture. Apart from what the law says, the U.S. is a 
Christian country and it is certainly not Christian to torture any 
persons, whether those persons are U.S. citizens or not. 

The excuse used by the Bush administration, which during its eight 
years in office has flagrantly violated the Constitution on a 
continuous basis, is that simulated drowning “helped to save lives.” 
There is no basis for such a statement. The Constitution makes it 
clear that it is outside the pale and the ken of the law of the land to 
break one law to prevent another. 

The “water boarding” scandal has at once raised the ghastly specter 
of the CIA acting as if it is above the law, a virtual law unto itself. 
The Constitution says that the Constitution is the law of the 
president, his cabinet officers and government departments, and that 
includes the CIA. If the truth be told, the CIA has no constitutional 
right to exist. It is in fact an outlaw organization under the U.S. 
Constitution. Nobody in the U.S. is above the law. 

What is needed is for the law to be enforced by bringing the guilty in 
this deplorable case to justice in such a way that justice can be seen 
to have been done; no secret courts, no “departmental enquiry” and 
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no behind closed doors Senate enquiry. Let the soiled laundry of the 
CIA be washed in public and let it be done soon and let the guilty be 
swiftly punished. The Bush administration has been the most lawless 
administration in our history except for the 1800s when the Radical 
Republicans were ripping the South apart and creating false “laws” 
like the fraudulent 13 th , 14 th and 15 th Amendments 

The protection of the Constitution extends to all persons in the 
United States and that also means the hapless captives of the CIA. 
There is no room in our laws or our culture that allows torture. The 
guilty must be punished and there must be compulsory sensitivity 
training in the Constitution for all CIA personnel, starting with the 
director. 

The scandal-ridden and at times lawless term of the ruling 
Republican Party is coming to an end. Steps must now be taken to 
make certain that the Radical Republicans never again get an 
opportunity to repeat their excesses. Their antecedents almost 
succeeded in destroying the Union with the Civil War and their 
vendetta of hatred against the Southern States. It is to be hoped that 
the voters have learned a lesson, especially those who voted to give 
George Bush and the Radical Republicans a second term. 

This is no time for compromise. The people must by now realize that 
the politicians are ignoring and or flouting the Constitution. This 
priceless heritage, left to the American people (not the government) 
is under sustained attack by the New World Order proponents. It is 
up to the people, not the politicians, and not government, to see that 
the designs of the enemies of the Constitution are not allowed to 
come to fruition. 
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“Diplomacy by Deception 

T his is a true and accurate account of 
treasonous conduct by the British and 
American governments; account of how 
their citizens are deceived by policies provoking 
actions that are totally detrimental to the well¬ 
being of their citizens. 

Thoroughly researched, the book provides a great 
deal of hitherto unpublished information and 
throws new light on such diverse operations as 
the Gulf War and the Bolshevik Revolution. The 
chapter on covert actions throws new light on the murder of Martin 
Luther King, Pope John Paul I and other notables who were marked 
for elimination. 

Diplomacy by Deception will forever alter your perception of the two 
leading governments in the world. 

The enemy in Washington is more to be feared than the enemy in 
Moscow. Dr. Coleman traces the thoughts of the people who are 
spreading this "fatal disease" caused by the virus based on the 
"Communist Manifesto of 1848." 

Dr. Coleman leaves nothing out on how this is to be accomplished 
and how this affects you. This companion book to The Conspirators’ 
Hierarchy: The Committee of300 finishes off the details on how they 
are accomplishing the goal. 



To order: 

Call 702 - 448-5532 
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“One World Order Socialist Dictatorship” 

W hile our attention was being diverted to 
Moscow, the enemies of the nation in 
Washington were busy stealing America. 

The book, One World Order Socialist 
Dictatorship, is rich in history. It gives a devastating 
“new look” at Woodrow Wilson, “the scoundrel 
President,” who worked tirelessly to enslave 
America through “Free Trade”, a Central Bank and 
WWI debts of crippling magnitude. One World 
Order Socialist Dictatorship tells how Wilson 
destroyed our trade tariff barriers, opening the 
floodgates to “Free Trade” that exported American jobs to foreign countries 
and killed off the unique American middle class. 

Formerly titled “Socialism: The Road To Slavery”. How the Socialists in 
Washington are more feared than the Communists in Moscow. Why some 
Presidents adopted their program. 

‘THE ENEMY IN WASHINGTON is more to be feared than the enemy in 
Moscow.” Communism did not destroy tariff protection created by George 
Washington. Communism did not force the United Stales to adopt graduated 
income tax. Communism did not create the Federal Reserve Board. 
Communism did not get the United States into WWI or WWI1. Communism 
did not force the United Nations on America. Communism did not take away 
the Panama Canal from the American people. Communism did not create the 
Global 2000 report mass genocide plan. It is SOCIALISM that has brought 
forth these evils upon the United States. 

Communism did not give the world AIDS! Communism did not give the 
Americans disastrous levels of unemployment. Communism did not mount 
unrelenting attacks on the Constitution of the United States. Communism did 
not force the end to school prayers. Communism did not promote the 
falsehood of “separation of church and state.” Communism did not give 
America a Supreme Court packed with justices bound and determined to 
undermine the Constitution of the United States. Communism did not send 
our soldiers to fight illegal wars to protect the interests of the British crown 
and foreign bankers. 
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“The Committee of 300” 

U ndoubtedly the “Bible” of conspiracy 
books, the completely revised and updated 
Fourth Edition landmark book is filled with 
information not previously disclosed. It 
names one of the contenders for the White House 
who is closely related to one of the oldest “300” 
families whose fortune was derived from opium 
trade with China, and no, it is not any of the Bush 
clan. The origin of the Committee of 300 is 
described; how it has evolved from an opium trading 
company with a Royal Charter to become the de- 
facto secret upper-level parallel government of the 
United States and the world, with only Russia and China standing in 
opposition to it. 

A highly organized secret society with tentacles reaching into every level of 
government in the United States and indeed, the world, backed by massive 
financing and run by men of the highest education and intelligence, with vast 
resources at their disposal, manages the thousands of major political and 
economical and contrived situations. In the FOURTH EDITION there is 
listed some very prominent men who came forward to support the existence 
of the “300.” One of them predicted twenty years ago that “The United 
States will be turned into a welfare state” and that “with the exception of 
Russia all nations would unite in a world alliance,” (The One World 
Government.) Perhaps the most startling admission of the existence of the 
super-secret organization came from President Wilson in the last days of his 
presidency: “Some of the biggest men in the United States, in the field of 
commerce and manufacturing, are afraid of somebody, are afraid of 
something. They know that there is a power somewhere, so organized, so 
subtle, so watchful, so interlocked, so pervasive, that they had better not 
speak above their breath when they speak in condemnation of it. ” 

The “power” Wilson was talking about is the Committee of 300 and Wilson 
knew he did not dare to mention it by name. 

The Fourth Edition replaces all previous editions. 

To order: 

Call 702 - 448-5532 
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“Beyond The Conspiracy” 

T he Secret upper-level parallel 
government of the United States and 
Great Britain and indeed most 
countries of the world, with the exception of 
China and Russia, are completely unmasked 
in this latest work by Dr. John Coleman. The 
ultimate goal of this vast secret society with 
its far-reaching tentacles is to return the 
world to a feudal age in a Socialist New 
World Order One World Government, whose coming was 
foretold by Dr. Jacob de Hass, the biographer for Justice Louis 
Brandeis and Walter Rathenau, financial advisor to Kaiser 
Wilhelm II. 

Further details were spelled out by Dr. Weitzman and portrayed 
in dark fiction in British MI6 operative George Orwell’s 1984. 
President John F. Kennedy refused to cooperate with this 
unseen, hidden, all-powerful group and was publicly executed 
for his intransigence. At first some will have trouble accepting 
the clear statements put forward in this book, but that is likely to 
change as more information becomes available, and the public 
begins to see that events occurring in seeming isolation, are part 
of a carefully constructed scenario unfolding before their newly- 
opened eyes. This book will take the reader from the point of 
origin of this group to the ultimate conclusion that it really does 
exist, until there is no longer room for doubt. 




To order: 
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“The Rothschild Dynasty” 


The latest book by Dr. John Coleman, author of 
“The Committee of 300” tells the true story of 
how the founder of the dynasty made billions. It 
is a far cry from the myths and legends that have 
surrounded the man who started his adult life as a 
rag and bone merchant and who lived in small 
house on Judenstrasse in Frankfurt au Main, 
Germany. 



Legend has it that his five sons inherited Mayer Amschel Rothschild’s 
“genius” but the truth is nothing of the sort as Dr. Coleman makes 
very clear in this well-researched account of the Rothschilds. 


The book goes well beyond a recital of the best known stories that 
surrounded the family and gets to the heart of where and how Mayer 
Amschel acquired a fortune which certainly could never have come 
from selling old clothes, cast off shoes and broken furniture. 


This is an historical account of exactly how Mayer Amschel 
Rothschild “struck it lucky” and traces the steps that took the family 
from obscurity to being called “the virtual rulers of all Europe.” It is 
agreed by most historians that the Rothschilds could command kings 
and emperors to do their bidding, and how after the initial “stroke of 
luck” his sons Lionel and James parleyed the windfall into billions 
and billions of dollars. The Rothschilds called men like Napoleon and 
Disraeli “mere valets” and never failed to let them know it. 


Order your copy of this outstanding account of the Rothschild 
Dynasty and you will never again be taken in by the legends that 
surround this illustrious family. 

To order: 

Call 702 - 448-5532 
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“The Tavistock Institute of Human Relations” 

T he Tavistock Institute of Human Relations has 
had a profound effect on the moral, spiritual, 
cultural, political and economic policies of the 
United States of America and Great Britain. It has been 
in the front line of the attack on the U.S. Constitution 
and State constitutions. No group did more to 
propagandize the U.S. to participate in WWI at a time 
when the majority of the American people were 
opposed to it. 

Much of the same tactics were used by the Social 
Science scientists at Tavistock to get the United States into WW1I, Korea, 
Vietnam, Serbia and both wars against Iraq. Tavistock began as a 
propaganda creating and disseminating organization at Wellington House in 
London in the run-up to WWI, what Toynbee called “that black hole of 
disinformation, a lie factory.” In 1821, operations that were to shape the 
destinies of Germany, Russia, Britain and the United States were transferred 
to the Tavistock Institute. The people of these nations were unaware that they 
were being "brainwashed.” Tavistock's “mind control,” “inner directional 
conditioning” and mass “brainwashing” methods, still very much in use 
today, are explained in this easy to understand book written with great 
authority. The fall of dynasties, the Bolshevik Revolution, WWI and WWI1 
saw the destruction of old alliances and boundaries, the convulsions in 
religion, morals, family life, economic and political conduct and the 
decadence in music and art that can all be traced back to mass indoctrination 
(mass brainwashing) practiced by the Tavistock Institute Social Science 
scientists. Prominent among Tavistock's faculty was Edward Bernays, the 
double nephew of Sigmund Freud. It is said that Herr Goebbels, Propaganda 
Minister in the German Third Reich used methodology devised by Bernays 
as well as that of Willy Munzenberg. 

This is a book about the past, present and future. Without Tavistock, there 
would have been no Bolshevik Revolution and no WWI, WWII, Korea, 
Vietnam, Serbia and Iraq wars. But for Tavistock, the United States would 
not be rushing down the road to dissolution and collapse. 

To order: 

Call 702 - 448-5532 


t Hep' 

Tavistock Institute 
.P i luinan Relations. 

' CaW *4 

j v'Tt* dtfcrf cf 



260 



What You Should Know About The U.S. Constitution 


For A Free Catalog 


Or 


To Order 


Please Call 


1-702-448-5532 


Visit our website 
www.coleman300.com 


261 






